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Preface

Artificial intelligence has made information extraordinarily easy to generate.

A question can receive an immediate, fluent and detailed answer. Complex subjects can be
summarised, unfamiliar ideas explained and information drawn together into apparently
coherent accounts.

Yet the qualities that make an answer convincing are not necessarily the qualities that make it
true.

An answer can be plausible without being accurate. It can contain precise details without
adequate evidential support. A genuine source may not support the proposition attributed to it.
Information can have been correct when originally published but no longer describe present
circumstances. Several apparently independent sources may ultimately repeat the same
underlying claim.

These distinctions are not new.

Truth, evidence, uncertainty and verification existed long before artificial intelligence. What
Al changes is the informational environment in which people encounter them.

Generative Al can produce plausible information rapidly, repeatedly and across an
extraordinary range of subjects. The resulting language may bring together claims, evidence,
interpretations and uncertainty within a single coherent explanation, even though their factual
foundations may differ substantially.

This creates an increasingly important distinction between the appearance of information
and the evidential structure beneath it.

AlGuide 9 examines that distinction.

It does not begin from the assumption that Al-generated information is inherently unreliable.
Much of it can be accurate, useful and illuminating.

Nor does it suggest that information should be accepted merely because an Al system presents
it confidently or accompanies it with apparently authoritative detail.

Instead, the Guide examines the informational space between claim and evidence, source and
origin, accuracy and completeness, confidence and certainty, repetition and independent
confirmation.

Its central concern is straightforward:

When Al can generate plausible information at scale, how do truth, evidence and
verification become more difficult to distinguish?

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 2



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

Purpose of the Guide

The purpose of AIGuide 9 — Al, Truth and Verification is to help readers understand the
changing relationship between generated information and factual reliability.

The Guide distinguishes several concepts that can easily become blurred:
truth and plausibility;

accuracy and completeness;

statements and evidence;

sources and evidential origins;

confidence and justified certainty;

repetition and independent confirmation; and

generation and verification.

These distinctions matter because an Al-generated answer is often encountered as a coherent
whole even though its factual foundations may not be equally coherent.

One statement may be strongly supported. Another may be approximate. A third may be
outdated. A source may be genuine but poorly matched to the claim. A confident conclusion

may extend beyond what the underlying evidence establishes.

The Guide therefore focuses principally upon the factual and evidential dimension: the
relationship between claims and what available evidence can reasonably support.

It does not attempt to resolve philosophical theories of truth.

It does not provide a universal fact-checking procedure.

It does not prescribe how every piece of Al-generated information should be verified.

It does not assess or rank particular Al systems according to factual reliability.

And it does not turn the question of factual support into the broader question of whether Al
should generally be trusted. That neighbouring trust territory is deliberately kept outside the
Guide's substantive scope.

Its purpose is more fundamental:

to make the informational relationships beneath generated answers easier to see and
understand.
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Global Neutrality Statement

Al-generated information is encountered across countries, languages, cultures, professions and
institutional environments.

The sources considered authoritative, the forms of evidence available and the standards applied
to factual propositions can differ between disciplines and circumstances.

Legal facts may depend upon jurisdiction.

Statistics may depend upon definitions and methodology.

Scientific findings may develop as evidence changes.

Historical questions may involve incomplete records or competing interpretations.
Institutional information may change over time.

This Guide therefore does not assume that one source hierarchy, evidential method or
verification standard applies identically to every factual question.

Examples are illustrative and intended to expose conceptual distinctions rather than establish
universal evidential rules.

AISF does not endorse or rank particular Al systems, information providers, search services,
publications, institutions or verification services.

The Guide remains system-neutral and globally oriented throughout.

Editorial Standard

AISF AI Guidance is designed to be structured, analytical, neutral and non-prescriptive.

Accordingly, this Guide does not proceed from the assumption that Al-generated information
should automatically be trusted or distrusted.

It does not treat fluent language as evidence of truth.

It does not treat uncertainty as evidence of failure.

It does not assume that a recognised source establishes every proposition attributed to it.
And it does not equate repeated information with independent confirmation.

The Guide instead seeks conceptual clarity.
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A factual claim and the evidence supporting it occupy different positions in the informational
structure.

A source may provide access to information without being its original evidential foundation.
Information may be partly right rather than wholly true or wholly false.

Verification may strengthen what can reasonably be established without eliminating genuine
uncertainty.

The editorial objective is therefore not to tell readers what to believe.

It is to help make clearer what kind of informational relationship they are encountering.

How to Use This Guide

AlGuide 9 has been structured as a progressive examination of truth, evidence and verification
within an Al-mediated information environment.

The opening chapters distinguish plausibility from factual reliability and establish the working
vocabulary of truth, accuracy, evidence, verification and uncertainty.

The Guide then examines how Al produces information and why generation should not itself
be confused with establishing the factual basis of what has been generated.

Subsequent chapters move beneath the visible answer to examine statements, evidence,
sources, partial accuracy, unsupported claims, uncertainty and disagreement.

The later chapters consider facts that change with time, repetition and amplification, the
growing difficulty of verification and the continuing role of human judgement in understanding

evidence and factual claims.

The final chapter brings these elements together to examine truth within an environment in
which plausible information can increasingly be generated at scale.

Readers may consult individual chapters independently.

However, the Guide is designed to be read progressively because its distinctions accumulate:
later chapters build upon the conceptual vocabulary established earlier.

This is not a fact-checking manual.

It is a framework for understanding the relationship between what is said and what makes
it factual.
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Version & Governance

AlGuide 9 — AI, Truth and Verification
Understanding Evidence, Accuracy and Factual Reliability in an Age of Generated
Information

Edition: 2026 Edition

Series: AISF Al Guidance

Published by: Al Sourced Facts (AISF)

This Guide forms part of the continuing AISF AI Guidance series.

Artificial intelligence capabilities, information environments and the mechanisms through
which generated information interacts with external sources continue to evolve.

Future editions may therefore reflect material developments where they affect the continuing
relevance or clarity of the subjects examined.

Revisions do not alter the underlying editorial principles of the series: neutrality, non-
endorsement, structured analysis, global applicability where relevant, human-centred

interpretation and appropriate recognition of uncertainty.

Editorial oversight of the AI Guidance series is maintained by AISF.
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Chapter 1 — When Plausible Is Not
Necessarily True

For much of everyday life, people rely on signals that help them decide whether information
appears credible. A clear explanation may seem more dependable than a confused one. Specific
details can create an impression of knowledge. References to recognised places, people,
institutions or events may add apparent authority. A confident tone can suggest that the person
communicating the information knows what they are talking about. When several of these
signals appear together, information can feel convincing even before its underlying basis has
been examined.

Artificial intelligence complicates this familiar relationship between appearance and factual
reliability.

Generative Al systems can produce language that is fluent, structured, detailed and responsive
to a question. They can explain unfamiliar subjects in accessible terms, summarise complex
material, organise information into coherent narratives and present answers in forms that
resemble those produced by knowledgeable human writers. These capabilities can make Al-
generated information useful across many settings. They can also create a distinctive difficulty:
the qualities that make an answer easy to understand and persuasive are not necessarily the
qualities that establish whether it is factually correct.

This distinction lies at the centre of this Guide.

An answer can be plausible without being true. It can be articulate without being accurate. It
can contain considerable detail without possessing adequate evidential support. Conversely,
information that is cautious, incomplete or qualified is not necessarily less reliable merely
because it appears less certain.

The challenge therefore begins with recognising that plausibility and factual reliability are
different properties of information.

The Familiar Power of Plausibility

Plausibility is not itself a problem. Human communication depends heavily upon it. People
constantly make provisional assessments about whether statements fit what they already know,
whether explanations make sense and whether accounts seem internally consistent. Without

some capacity to make these judgements, ordinary communication would become extremely
difficult.

The complication arises because plausibility can be produced through characteristics that are
only indirectly connected with truth.

Consider an apparently simple historical question. An Al-generated answer might identify a
particular event, provide a date, name several individuals, describe what happened and explain
why the event was significant. The answer may read naturally and the details may fit together.
Nothing in its wording necessarily alerts the reader that one date is incorrect, that a named

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 8



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

individual was not actually involved, or that two separate events have inadvertently been
combined.

The overall account may remain plausible because its individual elements fit together
linguistically and conceptually.

A similar problem can arise with contemporary information. An Al system might provide what
appears to be a convincing description of an organisation's policy, a recently introduced
regulation, a scientific finding or a public statement. The information may resemble the kinds
of facts that could reasonably exist. Yet the relevant policy may have changed, the regulation
may apply only in another jurisdiction, the scientific finding may have been represented
without important qualifications, or the attributed statement may not have been made in the
form described.

In each case, the difficulty is not simply that information can be wrong. Incorrect information
existed long before artificial intelligence. The more significant issue is that incorrect or
inadequately supported information can be presented with many of the same surface
characteristics as accurate information.

Fluency Is Not Evidence

Generative Al makes this distinction especially important because fluency is one of its most
visible characteristics.

A well-formed response can create an understandable impression that the information behind
it has been established. Yet the quality of the language does not by itself demonstrate the quality
of the evidence.

These are separate questions.
One concerns presentation: Is the explanation clear, coherent and relevant?
The other concerns factual foundation: What supports the claims being made?

The first can sometimes be assessed simply by reading the response. The second may require
information that is not visible within the response at all.

This difference can be easy to overlook because human communication has traditionally linked
fluency with certain assumptions about knowledge. A person speaking confidently and
specifically about a subject may be assumed to possess expertise, experience or access to
relevant information. Those assumptions are not always justified even between humans, but
they have nevertheless influenced how credibility is perceived.

Al changes that relationship. Fluent expression can be generated without the human
experiences that people may unconsciously associate with fluent expression. A system does
not need to have personally investigated an event, interviewed a source or independently
established a fact in order to produce language that resembles the product of those activities.
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This does not mean that fluent Al-generated information is inherently unreliable. Nor does it
mean that an Al answer should be regarded as false merely because it was generated by Al.
Either conclusion would replace one oversimplification with another.

The relevant observation is narrower: fluency alone cannot establish factual accuracy.

Detail Can Strengthen the Impression

Specificity creates another complication.

Detailed information often appears more authoritative than vague information. Dates, names,
percentages, quotations, publication titles and institutional references can make an account
seem grounded in identifiable facts. In conventional communication, these details can provide
useful points through which claims may be examined.

But detail can also increase plausibility without increasing accuracy.

A fabricated date is still specific. A nonexistent publication can still have a credible-sounding
title. An unsupported statistic can still be expressed to a decimal point. A quotation can appear
entirely natural while being inaccurately attributed or never having been said.

The presence of detail therefore needs to be distinguished conceptually from the existence of
evidence supporting that detail.

This distinction becomes particularly significant where readers have little prior knowledge of
the subject. If someone already knows that a particular event occurred in 2018 rather than 2021,
an incorrect date may be immediately apparent. If the subject is unfamiliar, the same date may
pass unnoticed precisely because it appears sufficiently plausible.

Knowledge can therefore affect the visibility of error. What is obviously questionable to one
reader may appear entirely credible to another.

This is one reason the challenge of Al-generated information cannot be understood only by
counting obvious falsehoods. Some inaccuracies are conspicuous. Others fit comfortably
within otherwise credible explanations.

Correct Information Can Still Create Difficulty

The boundary between truth and error is also more complicated than a simple division between
completely correct and completely false answers.

An Al-generated response may contain many accurate statements and one material error. It
may correctly describe a general principle but apply it to the wrong circumstances. It may rely
on information that was accurate at an earlier date but is no longer current. It may state
individual facts correctly while omitting context that materially changes their meaning.

A summary can also be factually accurate at the level of individual sentences while creating an
incomplete overall impression.
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These possibilities matter because people often encounter information as a whole. A reader
does not necessarily evaluate every sentence independently. When most of an answer appears
credible, that credibility may extend to other parts of the response.

The reverse can also occur. A single visible mistake may lead someone to dismiss information
that is otherwise well supported.

Neither reaction establishes the factual status of the remaining claims.

The informational challenge is therefore not adequately described as deciding whether "Al is
right" or "Al is wrong." A single generated response can contain different levels and kinds of
factual reliability within the same piece of information.

Later chapters will examine these distinctions more closely. At this stage, the important point
is that plausibility can operate across mixtures of accuracy, incompleteness, uncertainty and
error.

Confidence and Certainty Are Not the Same Thing

Language also communicates degrees of confidence.

"There is some evidence that..." conveys something different from "research proves that..." A
statement presented as one possible interpretation differs from one presented as an established
fact.

In human communication, people may interpret confident language as a signal that the speaker
possesses strong reasons for certainty. Al-generated language complicates that inference
because the apparent confidence of a sentence and the strength of the evidence underlying it
need not correspond.

A response can express uncertainty where uncertainty genuinely exists. It can also sound
certain where the evidence is incomplete, contested or absent.

This creates an important distinction between certainty of expression and certainty justified
by evidence.

The two may coincide, but one does not establish the other.

This matters particularly where the subject itself contains genuine uncertainty. Scientific
knowledge can evolve. Historical evidence can permit competing interpretations. Statistics can
depend upon definitions and methodologies. Current events can develop faster than established
accounts can be produced. Legal or regulatory positions can differ between jurisdictions. In
such circumstances, a cautious answer may sometimes reflect the state of knowledge more
accurately than an apparently definitive one.

Uncertainty, therefore, is not automatically evidence of weakness. Certainty is not
automatically evidence of truth.
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The Scale of the Change

The underlying problem is not new. Humans have always produced errors, rumours,
unsupported claims, misleading accounts and confident assertions that later proved incorrect.
Books, newspapers, broadcasts, websites and social media have all carried information of
varying reliability.

Al does not create the distinction between truth and plausibility.

What it changes is the capacity to generate plausible information rapidly, repeatedly and
across an extraordinary range of subjects.

A person can ask about history, science, employment, public policy, travel, business, education
or countless other subjects and receive an immediate, coherent response. The experience can
feel less like searching through information and more like asking an informed conversational
partner.

That change in interface matters.

Traditional information seeking often exposes at least some of the surrounding information
environment. A search may display several sources. A book identifies an author and publisher.
A newspaper article normally appears within an identifiable publication. An academic paper
carries information about authorship and publication.

An Al-generated answer may instead present a synthesis directly. The reader encounters the
answer before necessarily encountering the evidential structure behind it.

This can make information remarkably accessible. It can also make the distinction between the
generated explanation and the evidence supporting that explanation less immediately

visible.

The challenge is therefore not merely one of detecting occasional errors. It concerns a broader
shift in how factual-looking information can be encountered.

The Question Behind the Answer

When information is generated in response to a question, the most visible object is the answer
itself. Yet questions about truth require attention to something less visible: the relationship
between that answer and the evidence capable of supporting it.

That relationship cannot be determined from style alone.
An elegant answer may be accurate. A hesitant answer may be accurate. A detailed answer
may be wrong. A short answer may be well supported. A confident statement may rest on

strong evidence, weak evidence or no adequate evidence at all.

The appearance of information and the factual foundation of information therefore need to
remain conceptually distinct.
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This does not require assuming that Al-generated information is false, nor does it establish a
general judgement about whether Al should be trusted. Trust is a broader human question
involving expectations, context, experience and judgement, and belongs principally elsewhere
within the AIGuide series. The concern here is more specific.

It is the relationship between what is stated and what can reasonably be supported as
factual.

As Al makes plausible information easier to generate, that relationship becomes increasingly
important to understand. The central difficulty is not that plausibility has ceased to matter. It is

that plausibility can no longer be treated as sufficient evidence of truth.

That is the starting point for examining Al, truth and verification.
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Chapter 2 — What Do We Mean by Truth,
Accuracy and Verification?

Chapter 1 established a central distinction: information can appear plausible without
necessarily being true. Fluency, detail and confidence may contribute to the credibility of an
Al-generated response, but none of these qualities independently establishes its factual
reliability.

That distinction raises a deeper question. What exactly is meant when information is described
as true, accurate, supported by evidence or verified?

In everyday conversation, these terms are often used interchangeably. Someone may say that
an answer is "true" when they mean that a particular fact within it is accurate. A claim may be
described as "verified" because it appears in several places, even though those places ultimately
depend upon the same original source. Information may be regarded as reliable because it
comes from a recognised institution, while the specific claim being considered may fall outside
that institution's expertise or may have changed since publication.

These distinctions have always mattered. Al-generated information makes them more visible
because a single response can combine claims drawn from different contexts, periods and levels
of certainty into one apparently unified explanation.

Understanding truth in an Al-mediated information environment therefore begins with
understanding the different concepts that surround it.

Truth as the Larger Question

Truth is one of the oldest and most complex subjects in human thought. Philosophers,
scientists, historians, legal systems, religious traditions and societies have approached it in
different ways. A guide concerned with Al cannot resolve those larger philosophical questions,
nor does it need to do so.

For the purposes of factual information, a narrower distinction is useful.

Some claims concern matters for which there is an identifiable state of affairs. A country has a
particular capital at a particular time. An organisation was established on a particular date. A
published report contains particular findings. An election produced an officially recorded
result. A scientific experiment was conducted according to a stated methodology.

Such propositions may often be examined against evidence.
Other questions are different. Whether a painting is beautiful, whether a policy is fair, whether
a novel is important or whether a particular technological development represents social

progress involves values, interpretations or judgements that cannot be settled merely by
locating another factual source.
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Al systems can generate responses to both kinds of questions, often using similarly fluent
language.

The distinction matters because verification has different meanings in different contexts.
Evidence may establish that a person made a particular statement. It does not necessarily
establish that the person's opinion was correct. Records may confirm that a policy was
introduced. They do not by themselves establish whether the policy was wise.

AlGuide 9 is principally concerned with the factual and evidential dimension: the relationship
between claims and what the available evidence can reasonably support.

Accuracy Is More Specific Than Truth

Accuracy is often easier to examine because it can refer to identifiable elements within
information.

Suppose an Al-generated response describes a historical event. It may identify the correct
country and participants but give the wrong year. The response is not wholly fabricated, yet
one factual element is inaccurate.

Alternatively, every named fact may be individually correct while the overall account leaves
out an important circumstance. The response may therefore contain accurate information
without providing a complete representation of the subject.

This illustrates why accuracy is not necessarily an all-or-nothing property of a response.

It can operate at several levels. A date may be accurate. A quotation may be accurately
reproduced but incorrectly attributed. A statistic may accurately reflect a report but be
presented without the population or period to which it applies. A summary may correctly
describe one conclusion while overlooking qualifications contained in the original material.
Accuracy therefore depends partly upon what exactly is being assessed.

This becomes especially important with Al-generated answers because responses commonly
combine multiple propositions. Describing an entire answer as simply "accurate" or
"inaccurate" can obscure substantial differences within it.

The distinction does not imply that every response must be broken into individual propositions

before it can be understood. It shows instead why a broad impression of correctness may
conceal different factual relationships within the same answer.

A Claim Is Not Yet Evidence

A factual claim is an assertion about something that is, was or may be the case.

"The organisation was founded in 2015" is a claim. So is "the study involved 10,000
participants" or "the regulation came into force in January."

The fact that a statement is precise does not establish that it is supported.
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This distinction can become blurred in generated information because the claim and its
explanation often arrive together. An Al system may state a proposition, provide background
and explain its significance within the same response. The surrounding explanation can make
the proposition appear established.

But explanation is not the same as evidence.

Evidence refers to material that bears upon whether a claim is adequately supported. Depending
on the subject, this might include official records, original documents, research findings,
contemporaneous accounts, measurements, datasets or other forms of relevant information.

Different fields also have different expectations about evidence. What counts as strong support
for a historical claim may differ from what is required for a scientific conclusion. Evidence
used to establish a current corporate filing differs from evidence supporting an interpretation
of an ancient event.

There is therefore no single evidential form that applies identically to every question.

What remains common is the distinction between making a claim and having grounds that
support it.

Evidence Has Qualities of Its Own

The existence of evidence does not automatically settle a factual question.

Evidence can be strong or weak, direct or indirect, current or outdated, complete or partial.
Two pieces of evidence may point in different directions. A source may be authentic but poorly
suited to the proposition for which it is being used.

Consider a claim about the current population of a city. A respected publication from ten years
earlier may provide genuine evidence of the population at that time, but it may not adequately
establish the present figure.

Similarly, a survey may accurately report what its respondents said while providing limited
grounds for claims about an entire national population if its sample was narrow or
unrepresentative.

These examples illustrate a broader principle: evidence needs to be considered in relation to
the claim it is being asked to support.

This is particularly relevant when Al systems synthesise information. A generated answer can
bring together material that originated under different conditions and for different purposes.
The resulting prose may appear uniform even when the underlying evidential foundations are

not.

The answer can therefore look more integrated than the evidence actually is.
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Verification Is a Process, Not a Tone

Verification is another term that can carry different meanings.

In ordinary use, something described as "verified" may sound as though its truth has been
conclusively established. In practice, verification often means that a claim has been examined
against relevant evidence according to some appropriate process or standard.

The strength of that conclusion depends upon what was examined, what evidence was available
and what kind of claim was involved.

Some facts can be verified relatively straightforwardly. The wording of a published document
can be compared with the document itself. An officially recorded result can be checked against
the responsible authority's record. A company's registered name can be compared with an
appropriate corporate register.

Other questions resist definitive verification. Evidence may be incomplete. Records may have
been lost. Witnesses may disagree. Scientific findings may remain provisional. Events may

still be unfolding. Different jurisdictions may define the same term differently.

Verification should therefore not be understood as a universal mechanism that converts every
uncertain proposition into certainty.

Nor is verification established by the language used to describe information. An Al-generated
response saying that something "has been confirmed" does not, by that phrase alone,

demonstrate what was checked, against which evidence or by whom.

This distinction becomes important because the appearance of verification can itself become
part of plausible language.

Confirmation Is Not Always Independent Confirmation

Information can appear stronger when multiple sources repeat it.

If the same claim appears on five websites, in several social media posts and within an Al-
generated response, the apparent volume of agreement may create confidence.

Yet the sources may not be independent.

Several websites may have reproduced the same original report. Social media posts may derive
from one news article. An Al-generated summary may reflect information circulating through
those same channels. What appears to be numerous confirmations may ultimately trace back

to a single claim.

This does not mean that repeated information is necessarily wrong. Repetition may reflect a
fact that is well established.

The important distinction is between frequency of repetition and independence of evidential
support.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 17



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

Ten repetitions of one unsupported assertion do not automatically create ten separate pieces of
evidence. Equally, one authoritative primary record may sometimes carry greater evidential
significance than numerous derivative accounts.

This issue will become increasingly important later in the Guide when the effects of
information amplification and generated content are examined. At this stage, it demonstrates
why the number of places in which a claim appears is conceptually different from the strength
of evidence behind it.

Uncertainty Is Part of Factual Understanding

Truth and verification are sometimes discussed as though the only acceptable outcomes are
"true" and "false."

Many real informational questions do not fit comfortably into that binary.

Evidence may support a conclusion strongly without making it certain. Available records may
permit several interpretations. Early reports about a developing event may later be corrected.
Scientific knowledge may change as additional research becomes available. A factual question
may have no presently knowable answer.

In these circumstances, uncertainty is not necessarily a failure of information. It can be an
accurate description of the state of knowledge.

This distinction matters for Al-generated responses because language can compress
uncertainty. A complex body of evidence may be summarised into a few sentences.
Qualifications can disappear. Competing findings can become a single conclusion. A
provisional assessment can begin to resemble an established fact.

The reverse is also possible. An Al system may appropriately qualify an answer where
evidence does not justify certainty.

What matters conceptually is that uncertainty belongs to the relationship between available

evidence and the conclusion that evidence can support. It is not merely a stylistic feature of
cautious language.

Context Can Change Accuracy

A statement may also change its factual status depending upon context.

"The minimum voting age is 18" may be accurate in one jurisdiction and inaccurate in another.
"The company employs 20,000 people" may have been accurate when a report was published
but not two years later. A medical statistic may apply to one population without applying
equally to another.

Information can therefore be factually grounded yet misapplied.
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Al-generated answers frequently respond to short questions whose unstated context may be
significant. A user may ask about "the law," "the unemployment rate," "the education system"
or "the current policy" without specifying jurisdiction, period or definition.

A coherent answer may still be generated.
The factual issue then involves more than whether individual statements exist somewhere in
reliable sources. It also involves whether those statements apply to the circumstances

represented in the answer.

Accuracy is consequently connected not only to evidence but also to relevance and context.

A Vocabulary for the Chapters Ahead

Truth, accuracy, evidence, verification and uncertainty are closely related, but they are not
interchangeable.

Truth concerns whether a factual proposition corresponds sufficiently with what is actually
the case.

Accuracy concerns the correctness of particular information or representations and may vary
across different elements of the same response.

A claim is an assertion that may or may not have adequate support.

Evidence is material relevant to assessing that claim, with strength and significance depending
upon its quality, relevance and context.

Verification concerns the examination of claims against appropriate evidence rather than the
mere appearance of certainty.

Uncertainty describes circumstances in which available evidence does not justify a definitive

conclusion, or where the underlying reality remains incomplete, changing, contested or not
fully knowable.

These are working distinctions rather than attempts to settle every philosophical or disciplinary
meaning of the terms. Their purpose is to make the informational problem clearer.

Al can generate statements. It can generate explanations around those statements. It can present
details, qualifications, citations and expressions of confidence. None of those characteristics
alone determines where a claim sits in relation to truth.

That relationship depends upon something beyond the appearance of the answer: what is being
claimed, what evidence exists, how that evidence relates to the claim, what uncertainty
remains and what can reasonably be established from it.

Understanding those distinctions provides the conceptual vocabulary needed for the rest of this

Guide. The next stage of the examination can then turn from the meaning of truth and
verification to a distinctive feature of the present information environment: how Al can
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produce factual-looking information without the process of generation itself being equivalent
to establishing the facts it describes.
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Chapter 3 — How Al Produces Information

The first two chapters established two foundations for examining Al, truth and verification.
The first distinguished plausibility from factual reliability. The second distinguished truth,
accuracy, claims, evidence, verification and uncertainty. Together, these distinctions point
towards another question: why can an Al system produce information that appears factual even
when the process of producing it is not itself a process of establishing whether every statement
is true?

Answering that question does not require a detailed technical account of artificial intelligence.
The important issue for this Guide is conceptual rather than engineering-based. It concerns the
difference between generating an answer and establishing the factual basis of that answer.

That difference can be obscured by the experience of using generative Al. A person asks a
question and receives a response. The exchange resembles familiar forms of human
communication. The answer may explain, compare, summarise, qualify and respond to follow-
up questions. It can therefore be natural to interpret the interaction through assumptions
developed from conversations with other people or from traditional information sources.

Yet an Al-generated response is produced in a different way. Understanding that difference
helps explain why the appearance of knowledge and the evidential status of information need
to be considered separately.

Generation Is Not the Same as Retrieval

When people seek factual information, they may imagine several familiar processes.

A librarian might locate a particular reference. A researcher might examine original evidence.
A journalist might consult sources and records. A search engine might identify webpages
containing information related to a query. A database might return a stored entry corresponding
to specified criteria.

Generative Al can sometimes interact with search systems, databases, documents or other
external sources, depending upon the particular system and circumstances. But the defining
characteristic of generative Al is that it can generate a response, rather than merely reproduce
a stored passage that already exists in exactly that form.

At a simplified level, a language model has learned patterns from very large amounts of data
during its development. When responding to a prompt, it uses those learned patterns to generate
sequences of language that are responsive to the context it has been given.

This allows it to produce new combinations of words rather than simply selecting a pre-written
answer from a catalogue.

That capacity explains much of generative Al's usefulness. The same underlying capability can

support explanations, summaries, translations, comparisons, drafts and responses tailored to
different questions or levels of understanding.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 21



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

It also creates an important factual distinction.
The fact that a sentence has been generated appropriately within a sequence of language does
not, by itself, establish that the factual proposition expressed by that sentence has been

independently checked against evidence.

Generation and verification are different processes.

Patterns Can Produce Knowledgeable-Looking Answers

Human language contains extensive patterns.

Certain concepts frequently appear together. Historical events are associated with people, dates
and places. Scientific subjects have characteristic terminology. Organisations are connected
with products, leaders and locations. Legal systems use recurring forms of expression.
Academic writing has recognisable structures.

A generative Al system can learn extraordinarily complex relationships among such patterns.

As aresult, it may generate information that reflects genuine relationships found in the material
from which it learned. Much Al-generated factual information can therefore be correct.

But the ability to reproduce and combine learned patterns also means that a response can
sometimes be pattern-consistent without being factually correct.

Imagine that a question asks about a relatively obscure historical figure. The model may
recognise patterns connecting the person's profession, era, country and related events. Most of
those associations may be accurate. It might nevertheless generate a plausible but incorrect
date or associate the person with an event involving someone else from the same period.

The resulting statement can fit the surrounding narrative extremely well.

That is precisely what makes the issue significant. An error does not necessarily announce itself
through awkward language or obvious contradiction. It may occupy the same grammatical and
explanatory structure as correct information.

This reinforces the distinction established in Chapter 1: plausibility is a property of how

information appears, whereas factual reliability concerns its relationship with evidence and
reality.

The Response Is Constructed as a Whole

Generated answers can also create an impression of unity.
A response may contain an introduction, several explanatory paragraphs and a conclusion. The
ideas may flow logically from one to another. This coherence encourages the reader to

experience the answer as a single informational object.

Its factual foundations, however, may not be equally uniform.
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One paragraph may describe a well-established fact. Another may summarise a subject where
evidence remains contested. A third may contain an outdated detail. A fourth may draw an
inference that is reasonable but not itself directly established.

The generated response can smooth these differences into a consistent narrative style.

This is important because visual and linguistic consistency can suggest evidential consistency
where none necessarily exists.

Traditional documents can present similar difficulties, of course. A newspaper article, report
or book chapter may also combine facts, interpretation and uncertainty. The difference with
generative Al lies partly in the ease with which a new synthesis can be created specifically in
response to an individual question, often without the reader initially seeing the different
informational foundations from which its components may derive.

The answer arrives first. Its evidential history may be less visible.

Why an Al System Can Produce an Unsupported Detail

One of the most widely recognised difficulties associated with generative Al is the production
of information that appears factual but lacks adequate support.

The phenomenon is sometimes described using terms such as "hallucination." The terminology
can be useful as shorthand, but it can also create an overly simple picture if it suggests that
unsupported output is a separate, unusual activity entirely distinct from normal generation.

From the perspective of this Guide, the more important point is that the same broad capacity
that enables a model to generate fluent and contextually appropriate language can also allow it
to generate a plausible factual detail that is not adequately grounded.

Suppose a response discusses an academic subject and refers to a research paper. A plausible
paper title may follow familiar patterns of academic naming. A plausible journal name may
resemble existing publications. A plausible date may fit the chronology being discussed.

Those elements can combine into something that looks exactly like a conventional citation
even if the particular citation does not correspond to an actual publication.

Similar problems can arise with quotations, statistics, institutional names, historical details or
descriptions of events.

This does not mean that every citation, quotation or statistic produced by Al is unreliable. Many
may accurately correspond to existing material. The point is narrower but fundamental: the
form of a factual reference does not establish the existence or accuracy of what it refers
to.

The evidential question remains separate.
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The Role of the Question

The information generated by Al also depends upon what it is asked.

Prompts provide context. They can specify a subject, period, jurisdiction, desired format or
assumptions. They can also contain errors, ambiguities or misleading premises.

Consider a question that asks, "Why did Country X introduce Policy Y in 2024?" If Policy Y
was actually introduced in 2023, the question itself contains an inaccurate premise.

An Al response might correct the premise. It might recognise the ambiguity. But it might also
accept the stated year and generate an explanation around it.

The resulting answer could be coherent while resting upon an error introduced before
generation began.

A different difficulty arises when context is missing. Asking about "current regulations"
without identifying a country may leave an important jurisdictional question unresolved.
Asking whether a scientific claim is "proven" may conceal differences between preliminary
evidence, broad scientific agreement and genuine certainty.

Al-generated information therefore reflects not only characteristics of the system but also the
informational structure of the question.

This does not transfer responsibility for factual accuracy to the person asking the question. It
demonstrates instead that generated answers arise within a context, and that ambiguity or false
assumptions within that context can affect what is produced.

Different Systems and Different Circumstances

It is also important not to treat all Al-generated information as though it arises under identical
conditions.

Al systems differ. Their underlying models, development methods, available information,
access to external sources and methods of presenting responses can vary. The same system
may also operate differently depending upon the tools or information available to it in a
particular interaction.

Some Al applications can search current online sources. Some can work with documents
supplied by a user. Some may provide citations or links. Others may generate responses
principally from information represented within their trained model and the context of the
conversation.

These differences can materially affect the informational environment surrounding an answer.
However, access to sources should not be confused with automatic verification.

An Al system that retrieves a webpage has located information, but the webpage itself may be

inaccurate. A system that cites several documents may still interpret them incorrectly. A source
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may be genuine but outdated. A search result may accurately reproduce a claim whose original
evidential basis is weak.

External access can therefore alter the factual foundations available to an Al system without
eliminating the distinction between finding information and establishing its reliability.

This is one reason AlGuide 9 remains system-neutral. The underlying issue is not whether one
particular product, provider or model performs better than another. It is the more durable
distinction between generated information and the evidential processes by which factual claims
can be supported.

Knowledge Can Also Change
Time introduces another complication.

Some factual information is relatively stable. The date of a historical event normally does not
change simply because years pass. Other information is inherently time-sensitive.

Political officeholders change. Companies merge or close. Regulations are amended.
Economic statistics are revised. Scientific findings develop. Public policies change.
Organisations alter their products and services.

An Al-generated response may therefore reflect information that was once accurate but no
longer describes the present situation.

This is not conceptually the same as fabrication. The information may have a genuine factual
origin. Its problem is temporal relevance.

Similarly, information can be accurate in one place but not another. Laws, educational systems,
commercial practices and institutional arrangements vary between countries and regions.

These differences illustrate why factual reliability depends upon more than whether an Al
system has encountered relevant information somewhere. The information must also
correspond sufficiently with the time, place and context of the claim being made.

Chapter 10 will examine changing facts more fully. Here, the significance is that generation
can combine information without making all of its temporal and contextual boundaries equally
visible.

Generation Can Include Appropriate Uncertainty

The distinction between generation and verification should not lead to the opposite assumption
that Al-generated answers are inevitably overconfident or inaccurate.

Generative Al can express uncertainty. It can distinguish between competing interpretations,
identify limitations and acknowledge when information may be incomplete. Depending upon
the system and circumstances, it may also identify relevant sources or indicate that current
information should be distinguished from older knowledge.
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Such responses can represent uncertainty appropriately.
The conceptual point remains the same in both directions.

A confident answer is not made true by its confidence. A cautious answer is not made accurate
by its caution. Expressions of confidence and uncertainty are themselves parts of the generated
response.

Their relationship with the underlying evidence remains the relevant factual question.

A New Relationship with Information

Generative Al changes the experience of obtaining information because it can place synthesis
between the reader and the underlying informational landscape.

Instead of encountering several documents and constructing an understanding from them, a
person may encounter a generated explanation first. Instead of beginning with identifiable
authors, publications or institutions, the interaction may begin with a conversational answer
assembled specifically for the question asked.

This can make complex information dramatically easier to approach. It can help people enter
subjects they might otherwise find inaccessible and provide explanations in language suited to
their immediate needs.

At the same time, it can make an older distinction increasingly important.

An answer is not the same thing as the evidence behind the answer.

The process that produces a coherent explanation is not necessarily the process that establishes
each factual proposition within it. Retrieval, generation, sourcing, evidence and verification
may interact, but they remain conceptually different.

Understanding this distinction avoids two equally simplistic conclusions. One is that Al-
generated information should be accepted because it sounds knowledgeable. The other is that
it should be rejected merely because it was generated by Al.

Neither follows from the nature of generation itself.

The more useful observation is that Al introduces another layer between a question and the
factual world to which an answer refers. That layer can organise and explain information with
remarkable fluency. But fluency does not remove the underlying relationship between claims
and evidence.

The next stage of this Guide therefore moves beneath the generated answer itself. If a statement
is not evidence merely because Al has produced it, the question becomes: what is the

relationship between a factual claim and the evidence that supports it?

That is the distinction between statements and evidence.
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Chapter 4 — From Statements to Evidence

The preceding chapter examined an important characteristic of generative Al: producing an
answer 1s not the same process as establishing the factual basis of every statement within that
answer. An Al system can generate a coherent explanation, combine information from different
contexts and, in some circumstances, draw upon external sources. Yet none of these
characteristics alone determines whether a particular factual proposition is adequately
supported.

This brings the discussion to evidence.

In everyday communication, statements and evidence can easily become blurred. A claim may
be repeated so confidently, explained so thoroughly or presented in such detail that it begins to
feel established. An Al-generated response can intensify this effect because a claim may arrive
surrounded by context, reasoning and apparently relevant facts.

But a statement does not become evidence merely because it is well expressed.

The distinction between what is being claimed and what supports that claim is fundamental
to understanding truth and verification.

Statements About the World

A factual claim makes an assertion about something that can, at least in principle, be related to
evidence.

An organisation was established in a particular year. A country introduced a particular law. A
study included a specified number of participants. A person made a particular statement. An
economic indicator changed by a stated amount.

Each proposition says something about the world.

Some claims are straightforward. Others contain several propositions within a single sentence.
Consider an Al-generated statement that a particular government introduced a policy in 2022
in response to rising unemployment and that the policy subsequently increased employment.

This apparently simple sentence contains several distinct factual elements. Did the policy exist?
Was it introduced in 2022? Was rising unemployment a stated or established reason for its
introduction? Did employment subsequently increase? If so, does the available evidence
establish that the policy caused the increase?

Evidence supporting one element does not necessarily support all the others.
An official record might establish when the policy was introduced. A ministerial statement
might provide evidence about the government's stated rationale. Employment statistics might

show what happened afterwards. Establishing causation could require a substantially different
kind of analysis.
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The grammatical unity of the sentence can therefore conceal evidential complexity.
This matters particularly for generated information because Al can compress several factual
propositions into a smooth narrative. The resulting statement may sound like one established

fact even though its components depend upon different evidence and different degrees of
certainty.

Evidence Exists in Relation to Claims

Evidence does not have meaning entirely independently of the question being considered.

A corporate annual report may be strong evidence for what a company reported as its revenue
during a particular financial year. The same document may be much less useful for determining
whether customers were satisfied with the company's products.

A government publication may provide authoritative evidence of an officially recorded
statistic. It may not establish every interpretation that can subsequently be placed upon that
statistic.

A scientific paper provides evidence concerning the research actually conducted and reported.
Whether its findings support a broader claim depends upon such matters as the research
question, methodology, sample, limitations and the extent to which the conclusion has been
generalised beyond the study.

The relevant relationship is therefore not simply:

Is there evidence?

It is also:

Evidence of what?

This distinction can be lost when an Al-generated answer presents a source alongside a claim.
The presence of a source may create an impression that the claim has been substantiated. Yet
a source can be genuine and still fail to support the particular proposition for which it appears

to be offered.

Evidence needs to bear upon the claim.

Direct and Indirect Support

The relationship between a claim and its evidence can take different forms.

Some evidence is relatively direct. An original document may establish its own wording. An
official register may record a company's incorporation date. A published dataset may contain

the figure being discussed.

Other evidence is indirect. A historian may infer what probably occurred from several
surviving records. Researchers may use observations to estimate something that cannot be
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measured directly. Investigators may reconstruct events from multiple sources that each reveal
only part of what happened.

Indirect evidence is not necessarily weak evidence. In many areas of knowledge, conclusions
depend legitimately upon inference from multiple pieces of information.

Equally, evidence that appears direct is not automatically decisive. A witness may have
observed an event personally but remembered it inaccurately. An official record may contain

an administrative error. A measurement may have been produced using a flawed instrument.

The distinction therefore cannot be reduced to a simple hierarchy in which one type of evidence
is always superior.

What matters is how the evidence relates to the claim, how it was produced and what limitations
accompany it.

For Al-generated information, this complexity can be difficult to see because the final response
may present the conclusion without reproducing the evidential pathway that led to it.

Primary Sources and Their Limits

The term "primary source" often carries an understandable sense of authority.

A primary source is generally closer to the event, record, observation or original material being
examined than a later account derived from it. Original legislation, company filings, research
data, contemporaneous records, transcripts and official announcements can all function as
primary sources in appropriate contexts.

Their proximity can make them particularly important.

But "primary" does not mean "infallible."

A company's own announcement is a primary source for what the company announced. It is
not necessarily independent evidence that every claim within the announcement is correct. A
politician's speech is strong evidence of what that politician publicly said, but the speech itself
does not prove the truth of every factual assertion it contains. An eyewitness account may be

primary evidence while still being incomplete or mistaken.

This illustrates a recurring principle: the status of a source and the truth of every claim
contained within it are separate questions.

Al-generated responses can obscure that distinction when they summarise primary material
without identifying the different evidential roles that the material performs.

Secondary Sources and Interpretation

Much of what people know about the world comes not from primary material but from
secondary sources.
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Journalists interpret events. Scholars analyse historical records. Review articles synthesise
research. Professional bodies explain technical developments. Educational publications make
specialised knowledge accessible to broader audiences.

These sources can add substantial value precisely because they do more than reproduce original
material. They can provide context, identify relationships, compare evidence and explain
significance.

They can also introduce additional layers of interpretation.

A secondary source may accurately describe primary evidence while reaching a debatable
conclusion. Two respected scholars may examine much of the same historical material and
interpret it differently. News organisations may agree on the basic facts of an event while
emphasising different aspects of its significance.

An Al-generated answer may synthesise such material into a single account. In doing so,
distinctions between underlying facts and later interpretations can become less visible.

The resulting explanation may still be useful and well founded. But understanding its factual
status requires recognising that not every sentence within a synthesis necessarily rests upon the
same kind of evidence.

Quantity Is Not the Same as Strength

The digital information environment makes enormous quantities of material readily available.
Generative Al adds another capacity: large volumes of existing information can be summarised
and recombined rapidly.

This abundance can create an intuitive assumption that a widely repeated claim must possess
substantial evidential support.

Sometimes it does. Well-established facts are naturally repeated across many independent
sources.

But quantity and evidential strength are not identical.

A single incorrect report can be copied by numerous websites. A statistic can circulate after
becoming detached from its original context. A claim can be repeated in commentary that
ultimately traces back to one source. Al-generated material can itself enter wider information

flows and subsequently be reproduced elsewhere.

Apparent agreement can therefore arise from either independent corroboration or common
dependence.

These situations may look similar at the level of repetition while being evidentially quite
different.

This distinction becomes increasingly important when generated information operates at scale.
Chapter 11 will examine repetition and amplification more fully. For present purposes, it
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demonstrates that counting instances of a claim is not the same as understanding the evidence
supporting it.

Evidence Can Support Different Degrees of Conclusion

Evidence also varies in what it can reasonably establish.

Suppose several studies find an association between two factors. The evidence may support the
conclusion that the factors are correlated. It does not automatically establish that one caused
the other.

Similarly, records showing that an event occurred after a policy change establish a sequence in
time. They do not, by themselves, prove that the policy caused the event.

This distinction matters because language can quietly strengthen a conclusion.
"Occurred after" can become "resulted from."

"Associated with" can become "caused by."

"Some studies suggest" can become "research proves."

"Was reported" can become "is established."

The stronger wording may remain plausible because it develops naturally from the weaker
proposition. Yet the evidential burden has changed.

Generative Al can produce such transitions just as human writers can. The factual question is
not whether the stronger statement sounds reasonable, but whether the evidence actually

supports the stronger conclusion.

Evidence therefore establishes boundaries as well as support. It can justify some conclusions
while leaving others unresolved.

Absence of Evidence and Evidence of Absence

Another distinction arises when information cannot be found.

Suppose there is no readily available evidence that a particular event occurred. That absence
may be significant, particularly if the event would normally be expected to leave substantial
records.

But the inability to locate evidence does not always establish that the event did not occur.
Records may be incomplete. Information may not be public. Different terminology may have
been used. Evidence may exist in another language, jurisdiction or archive. Some events

naturally leave little documentary trace.

Conversely, there are circumstances in which extensive records would reasonably be expected.
Their absence can then itself carry evidential significance.
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The relationship between no evidence found and evidence that something did not happen
therefore depends upon context.

Al-generated responses may compress this distinction. "There is no evidence that..." can be
interpreted by a reader as "this did not happen," even where the first proposition is all that can

presently be supported.

The difference illustrates why careful factual understanding includes recognising the limits of
what evidence can establish.

Evidence Can Change

Evidence is not always static.

New documents may become available. Scientific research can add to or challenge earlier
findings. Statistical agencies may revise previously published figures. Investigations may
uncover additional information. Historical archives may be opened decades after an event.

As the evidential record changes, conclusions can change with it.

This does not necessarily mean that an earlier conclusion was irrational or dishonest. It may
have represented what could reasonably be established from the evidence available at that time.

The distinction is important in an Al context because generated answers can bring together
information originating at different points in an evolving evidential history. An earlier finding
and a later revision may both exist within the information environment.

A coherent synthesis needs to reflect the relationship between them, not merely their existence.

This again demonstrates why factual reliability cannot be separated from time, context and the
nature of the evidence involved.

The Evidential Foundation Beneath the Answer

An Al-generated answer can be thought of as the visible layer of an informational interaction.

Beneath that visible layer may lie factual claims, source material, interpretations, assumptions,
uncertainties and relationships among different pieces of evidence. Some may be strong. Some
may be weak. Some may be current. Others may have changed. Some may support only part
of the conclusion presented.

The smoothness of the final answer does not necessarily reveal these differences.
Recognising that fact does not require treating every statement with suspicion. Nor does it
imply that ordinary readers must reconstruct the complete evidential history of every piece of

information they encounter. Those would be prescriptive conclusions beyond the purpose of
this Guide.

The conceptual point is more fundamental.
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Statements and evidence occupy different positions in the informational structure.

A statement tells us what is being asserted. Evidence concerns what supports that assertion.
Explanation can connect the two, but explanation does not replace evidence. Repetition can
increase familiarity, but familiarity does not create independent support. A source can be
genuine without establishing every claim attributed to it.

Once these distinctions are visible, another question follows naturally.

If evidence depends partly upon where information comes from, what happens when the
meaning of a "source" itself becomes more complicated?

In an environment where information can be retrieved, summarised, transformed, generated
and repeatedly reproduced, the route from a claim back to its evidential origin may no longer

be obvious.

That changing relationship between information and its sources is the next part of the
examination.
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Chapter S — The Changing Meaning of a
Source

Chapter 4 distinguished a factual claim from the evidence that supports it. That distinction
leads naturally to another concept that appears simple until it is examined more closely: the
source.

People routinely ask where information came from. The question reflects an important
intuition. Knowing the origin of information can help reveal who produced it, when it was
produced, what evidence may lie behind it and whether it is relevant to the claim being
considered.

Yet the meaning of a source has become increasingly complicated.

A person reading a printed book can usually identify the author and publisher. A newspaper
article appears within a named publication. A research paper normally identifies its authors,
publication venue and supporting references. An official announcement can generally be
connected with the institution that issued it.

Al-generated information can introduce additional layers between the reader and these
underlying origins. A response may summarise several documents, combine information from
different sources, reformulate material in new language or provide a direct answer without
making its informational ancestry immediately visible.

The question "What is the source?" can therefore have more than one answer.

There may be a source through which the information was encountered, another from which a
particular claim originated, and still others containing the evidence upon which that original

claim depends.

Understanding those layers is becoming increasingly important to understanding factual
reliability.

The Source We See and the Source Behind It

Consider a person who asks an Al system about a newly published economic statistic.

The immediate source, from the person's perspective, may appear to be the Al system. It
supplied the answer.

But the Al system did not create the underlying economic event being measured. The statistic
may have originated with a national statistical agency. A news organisation may have reported
it. Other websites may have reproduced the news report. An Al system with access to current

information may then have synthesised those materials into its response.

Which of these is the source?
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Each can be described that way, but each occupies a different position in the information chain.

The Al system is the immediate information intermediary through which the person received
the claim. The news article may be a secondary reporting source. The statistical agency may
be the originating institutional source for the published figure. Behind that figure may sit a
methodology, dataset and collection process providing its evidential foundation.

The distinction matters because evaluating one layer does not automatically establish the
reliability of all the others.

A generated summary might accurately represent an inaccurate source. It might inaccurately
represent an accurate source. A news article might correctly quote an official figure while

misunderstanding what the figure measures. The official statistic itself might later be revised.

The path from source to statement is therefore part of the factual question.

Origin and Transmission Are Different

Information often passes through multiple hands before reaching its eventual audience.

This has always occurred. Historical accounts may reproduce earlier records. News
organisations report statements made by governments, companies and individuals. Academic
reviews summarise previous studies. Textbooks synthesise bodies of established knowledge.

Digital communication greatly increased the speed and scale of this transmission. Generative
Al adds further possibilities for information to be summarised, reformulated and combined.

A useful conceptual distinction is therefore the difference between the origin of a claim and
its subsequent transmission.

A website may contain a claim without having originated it. A social media post may reproduce
a statistic taken from a newspaper, which obtained it from a report, which derived it from a

survey.

If the same claim later appears across dozens of websites, those appearances do not necessarily
represent dozens of independent origins.

Al-generated information can make this lineage less visible because synthesis removes many
of the boundaries between individual pieces of source material. Several inputs can become one

paragraph. Multiple accounts can be expressed in a common voice.

The resulting answer may appear to have a single informational identity even though its
components have different origins.

Citation Does Not End the Question

Citations are an important way of connecting claims with sources. In an Al context, their
presence can make a response appear more transparent and evidentially grounded.
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A citation, however, establishes a connection only if the source exists and the source actually
supports the claim for which it is cited.

Several different problems can arise.

A citation may identify a genuine document but attach it to a proposition that the document
does not contain. A report may contain the relevant information but with qualifications absent
from the generated summary. A citation may point to a later account rather than the original

source. In some cases, a generated reference may itself be inaccurate or unsupported.

Even a completely correct citation does not automatically establish the truth of the cited
material.

Suppose an Al response accurately cites a company's annual report for a statement about the
company's future expectations. The citation may establish that the company expressed those
expectations. It does not establish that the expectations subsequently came true.

Similarly, accurately citing a research paper establishes that the paper contains particular
findings. It does not by itself determine how strong those findings are, whether they have been

replicated or whether they justify a broader conclusion.

A citation therefore answers an important question — where does this statement point? —
without necessarily answering the larger question — what does the evidence justify?

Authority Depends Upon the Question

Some sources carry institutional or professional authority.

Governments maintain official records. Courts issue judgments. Statistical agencies publish
national data. Universities conduct research. Professional organisations develop standards.
Companies issue corporate filings and announcements.

These forms of authority can be highly relevant to factual assessment.

But authority is usually connected to a particular domain.

A national statistical agency may be authoritative regarding statistics it is formally responsible
for producing. That does not make it an authority on every social interpretation of those
statistics. A court judgment may be authoritative as to what that court decided within its
jurisdiction, while broader interpretations of the judgment may remain open to analysis.

A company is normally an authoritative source for the wording of its own announcement. It is
not necessarily an independent source for evaluating the merits of the claims made in that
announcement.

This means that asking whether a source is "authoritative" can be incomplete.

The more precise question is: authoritative for what?
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The relationship between source and claim matters as much as the reputation attached to the
source itself.

Expertise Also Has Boundaries

A similar distinction applies to experts.

Expertise is often important because complex subjects cannot be understood solely from raw
information. Specialists can interpret evidence using knowledge developed through training,
research or experience.

Yet expertise also has boundaries.

A person may possess deep knowledge within one area of medicine but limited expertise in
another. An economist may be highly qualified to analyse particular economic questions
without being an authority on the technical operation of an Al model. A computer scientist may
understand machine learning deeply while having no particular expertise in law or public
policy.

Al-generated responses can flatten these boundaries when they summarise expert commentary.
Statements from people with different forms of expertise may appear together in one seamless

explanation.

The resulting synthesis can conceal an important distinction between who said something and
what their expertise enables them to establish about the question being considered.

This does not diminish the value of expertise. It clarifies why the identity of a source is only
one part of understanding its evidential significance.

Sources Can Be Accurate but QOutdated

Time also affects source quality.

A highly credible source can contain information that was accurate when published but no
longer describes current circumstances.

This is particularly important for subjects that change quickly: officeholders, regulations,
economic indicators, company structures, public policies, technology capabilities and

institutional arrangements.

The issue is not that the source became unreliable in some general sense. Its historical
information may remain entirely accurate.

The problem is the relationship between publication time and the claim now being made.

An official document from 2022 may be excellent evidence of what a regulation required in
2022 while being insufficient to establish the regulatory position in 2026.
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Generative Al can bring older and newer information into the same conversational
environment. If temporal differences are not visible, a reader may encounter an outdated fact
presented in language that sounds entirely current.

Source quality therefore includes temporal relevance as well as credibility.

Sources Can Depend on One Another

The apparent diversity of sources can also be misleading.

Imagine that five articles report the same research finding. At first glance, the agreement among
them may seem to provide five separate confirmations.

Yet all five may be reporting the same study.

Their agreement demonstrates that several publications reproduced the finding. It does not
create five independent research results.

The chain can become even more complicated online. One article may summarise another
without linking to the original research. A blog may reproduce the summary. A social media
post may condense the blog. Another website may cite the social media discussion. Eventually,
the original evidential basis can become difficult to see.

Generative Al can enter this environment at several points. It may summarise material within
the chain, produce content that is later repeated elsewhere, or synthesise multiple sources that
themselves ultimately depend upon one origin.

This creates the possibility of apparent source diversity without evidential independence.
The distinction does not establish that repeated information is false. It shows why the number

of visible sources and the number of independent evidential foundations are not necessarily the
same.

The Source May Be Another AI-Generated Source

A further complication arises as generated content becomes part of the wider information
environment.

Al-generated text can be published on websites, incorporated into documents, reproduced in
social media and reused in later materials. Once separated from its original context, its
generated origin may not always remain visible.

This can create longer information chains.

A generated statement might appear on a website. Another writer might repeat it. A later

document might cite that writer. An Al system might subsequently encounter the later
document and produce a new synthesis containing the original proposition.
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At that point, repetition can create an appearance of informational history even where the
claim's underlying evidential foundation remains unchanged.

This does not mean that Al-generated content inevitably circulates in this way, nor that
information becomes unreliable merely because Al participated somewhere in its transmission.

The important issue is provenance: where did the factual proposition originate, and what
evidence ultimately supports it?

As generated information becomes more common, those questions can become harder to
answer.

A Source Is Not the Same as Evidence

The discussion therefore returns to a distinction introduced in Chapter 4.

A source and evidence are closely connected, but they are not identical.

A source is a place, person, document, record, dataset, institution or other origin from which
information is obtained. Evidence concerns the material that bears upon whether a particular

claim is supported.

A source can contain evidence. It can also contain opinion, interpretation, prediction, error or
unsupported assertion.

This explains why locating the origin of information is important without being the end of
factual examination.

A source may establish that a statement was made. Another form of evidence may be needed
to establish whether the statement was true.

The distinction is especially important where generated responses compress different
informational functions into a single narrative.

From a Source to a Source Chain

In an Al-mediated environment, it may therefore be more accurate to think not only about
individual sources but about source chains.

A claim can move from an original record through reporting, commentary, digital reproduction,
summarisation and Al generation before reaching a reader.

At each stage, something can happen to the information.
It may be accurately transmitted. It may be shortened. Context may disappear. A qualification
may be omitted. An interpretation may become expressed as a fact. An outdated statement may

be carried forward. Several accounts may be combined. A mistake may be introduced and
subsequently repeated.
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None of these outcomes is inevitable. Transmission can also improve understanding. A skilled
secondary source can explain difficult primary material. A careful synthesis can make complex
evidence accessible. Al can help organise information that would otherwise be difficult to
navigate.

The important observation is that transformation and transmission are themselves part of
the informational history of a claim.

The source visible to the reader may therefore be only the final link in a much longer chain.

The Changing Meaning of Provenance

Provenance refers broadly to where something comes from and the history through which it
has passed.

For physical objects, provenance may concern ownership and custody. For information, it
concerns origin, transmission and the relationship between a claim and the material from which

it derives.

Generative Al makes informational provenance increasingly significant because the final
wording of a response may never previously have existed.

The sentence itself may be new even when the information within it is old.

This creates a distinction between the provenance of the words and the provenance of the
claims expressed by those words.

An Al system may generate an entirely new sentence accurately describing a fact established
in an official record. Conversely, it may generate a new sentence containing a plausible

proposition for which no adequate source exists.

The novelty of the wording therefore tells us little by itself about the evidential status of the
underlying claim.

What matters is the path connecting that claim to its factual foundation.

Looking Beyond the Label

The changing meaning of a source does not make sources less important. It makes the concept
more layered.

The source immediately visible to a reader may be an Al-generated response. Behind it may
be webpages, documents, databases or learned patterns. Behind those may be original records,
observations, studies or institutional statements. Some of these layers may be independent.
Others may simply repeat one another.

A recognised name can provide useful information about a source, but reputation alone does
not establish every claim. A citation can improve transparency, but its existence does not prove
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that the cited material supports the statement. Multiple sources can strengthen a conclusion,
but only if their relationship and independence are understood.

The central question is therefore becoming less simply:
"Does this information have a source?"
and increasingly:

"What kind of source is it, where did the claim originate, what happened to it as it
travelled, and what evidence ultimately lies behind it?"

This does not turn factual understanding into a procedural exercise. It reveals the structure of
the problem.

Al can make information easier to synthesise and easier to encounter while making its
informational ancestry less immediately visible. The result is a changing relationship between
the reader, the generated answer and the sources beneath it.

Yet even a well-sourced answer can contain another difficulty. Information does not have to
be completely false to create a misleading understanding. It may contain correct facts while
omitting context, combining incompatible elements or presenting something accurate in one
respect but inaccurate in another.

The boundary between correct and incorrect information is often less clean than it appears.

That is the next part of the examination.
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Chapter 6 — When Information Is Partly
Right

The previous chapters have progressively separated several concepts that can easily become
merged when people encounter Al-generated information. Plausibility is not the same as truth.
A generated statement is not the same as evidence. A source is not necessarily the original
evidential foundation of a claim, and the existence of a citation does not establish that
everything associated with it is correct.

These distinctions become particularly important because inaccurate information is not always
wholly false.

An Al-generated response may correctly identify a person but give the wrong title. It may
accurately describe an event while placing it in the wrong year. It may reproduce a valid
statistic but apply it to a different population. It may summarise a genuine research finding
while omitting a qualification that materially affects its meaning. It may combine several
correct facts into a conclusion that the facts themselves do not establish.

In each case, much of the information may be right.

That makes the factual problem more complicated than identifying obvious fabrication.
Completely invented information can sometimes be exposed by discovering that the claimed
event, publication, person or statistic does not exist. Partly accurate information can be more
difficult to understand because correct elements provide credibility to the incorrect, incomplete

or misplaced ones around them.

The boundary between accurate and inaccurate information is therefore not always a clean line.

Accuracy Can Exist at Several Levels

Consider a short statement:

"Country A introduced a national programme in 2021 that reduced youth unemployment by 20
per cent."

The sentence appears to make one claim, but it contains several.

A national programme may indeed have been introduced. The year might be correct or
incorrect. Youth unemployment might subsequently have fallen. The figure of 20 per cent
might refer to a particular measurement period rather than the entire population. Even if all of
those details are individually accurate, the statement that the programme reduced

unemployment introduces a causal claim that may require different evidence.

The sentence can therefore be correct at one level and unsupported at another.
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Al-generated information frequently contains this kind of layered factual structure because
generated responses naturally combine facts, explanations and relationships. The language can
make these components appear to possess the same degree of factual certainty.

They need not.

This means that asking whether an entire answer is "accurate" can sometimes conceal more
than it reveals. One response may contain dozens of factual propositions, some well

established, some approximate, some contextual and some uncertain.

The overall answer may consequently resist a simple binary classification.

Correct Facts Can Produce an Incorrect Picture

A particularly important form of partial accuracy occurs when every fact stated is technically
correct but the selection or arrangement of those facts creates a misleading impression.

Suppose an account of an organisation describes three years in which its revenue increased but
does not mention that revenue subsequently fell substantially. The figures quoted may all be
accurate. Yet if the account is presented as a description of the organisation's current trajectory,
the omission can materially affect what a reader understands.

The same issue can arise in many settings.

A description of scientific research may accurately report studies supporting one conclusion
while omitting substantial evidence pointing in another direction. A historical account may
correctly describe one participant's actions while excluding events necessary to understand why
those actions occurred. A statistical comparison may use genuine numbers while selecting
periods that create an unusual impression.

None of these examples requires a fabricated fact.

The informational problem arises from selection, context and relationship.

This matters in Al-generated summaries because summarisation necessarily involves selection.
A long document, complex debate or body of research cannot be reproduced in full within a

short answer. Some material must be emphasised and some omitted.

Omission is therefore not automatically an error. Without omission, summarisation would be
impossible.

The factual significance depends upon what is omitted and whether its absence materially
changes the meaning of what remains.

Context Is Part of Accuracy

Facts do not exist independently of all context.
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A statistic may be accurate for one country, one age group or one period. A legal rule may
apply within one jurisdiction but not another. A scientific finding may concern a specific
population. A company's financial figure may refer to a particular accounting period or
currency.

Remove those boundaries and an accurate fact can become misleading.

For example, the statement that "unemployment is 4 per cent" is incomplete unless the relevant
place, period and definition can be understood from context. Different countries may calculate
labour-market indicators differently. A figure may be seasonally adjusted or unadjusted. It may
refer to a particular month or annual average.

Similarly, saying that "the law requires organisations to retain records for seven years" may
accurately describe a particular legal requirement while being entirely inappropriate as a
universal statement.

Generative Al operates across a global information environment. A question posed in one
country can produce information originating from another. Terminology that appears universal

may have different meanings in different jurisdictions.

The information may therefore be factually correct somewhere without being correct here, or
correct at some time without being correct now.

Context is not merely additional background surrounding a fact. In many cases, it forms part
of what makes the factual proposition accurate.

Approximation and Precision

Not every factual statement needs exact precision to be useful.

People routinely say that an event happened "about twenty years ago," that a city has "roughly
two million residents" or that a project took "around six months." These statements can

communicate adequately even if a more precise figure exists.

Problems arise when the degree of precision implied by the language exceeds what the
evidence supports.

An Al-generated response may convert an approximate relationship into an exact number.
Conversely, it may round a precise figure for readability. Neither transformation is
automatically misleading.

The significance depends upon the context.

A small numerical difference may be immaterial in a broad historical explanation but highly
significant in financial reporting or scientific measurement. A percentage can also appear

precise while concealing uncertainty in the data from which it was calculated.

This creates an important distinction between precision of expression and accuracy of
information.
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More decimal places do not necessarily mean greater factual reliability. An approximate figure
can accurately reflect uncertain evidence, while a highly precise number can create a
misleading impression if its underlying basis does not justify that precision.

The same principle applies beyond numbers. Exact dates, quotations and titles can create a
strong impression of factual specificity. Their specificity does not itself establish their
correctness.

The Problem of the Missing Qualification

Partial accuracy can also arise when qualifications disappear.

Research findings provide a clear example. A study may conclude that an effect was observed
among a particular population under specified conditions. A later summary might state that the
study "found that X causes Y." The underlying research may be genuine, and the broad subject
may be correctly identified, yet the summary can extend the finding beyond what the evidence
supports.

Similar compression occurs outside research.

An official statement might say that a policy is expected to take effect subject to legislative
approval. A shortened account may say that the policy "will take effect." A company might
announce an intention to enter a market, which later becomes described as though the company

has already done so.

The movement from qualified to unqualified language can be small in wording but substantial
in meaning.

Al-generated responses often exist precisely to simplify complex material. Simplification can
make information accessible, but simplification and factual preservation are not always

perfectly aligned.

A qualification that appears minor linguistically may carry considerable evidential importance.

Combining Facts From Different Contexts

Another form of partial accuracy occurs when correct information from separate contexts is
combined.

Imagine two organisations with similar names. One was founded in 1995; the other operates in
30 countries. A generated response that assigns both facts to the first organisation contains

details that exist in reality, but their combination is incorrect.

Similar combinations can occur between people with comparable names, related historical
events, different versions of a policy or successive editions of a report.

The individual informational fragments may each have a factual origin. The error lies in the
relationship constructed between them.
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This illustrates why factual reliability cannot always be determined by checking whether each
detail appears somewhere in the information environment.

The question is also whether the details belong together.
Generative Al's ability to synthesise information makes this distinction especially relevant.
Synthesis is valuable because it brings separate pieces of information into meaningful

relationships. But when the relationship is wrong, factual components can produce an
inaccurate whole.

Outdated Truths

Information can also be partly right because it belongs to an earlier time.

A person identified as the chief executive of a company may genuinely have held that position
when the source material was produced. A population figure may have been officially correct
at the previous census. A regulation may accurately describe the law before an amendment.

Calling such information simply "false" can obscure what happened.

Its factual foundation may be genuine. Its problem is that the relationship between the
information and the present has changed.

This temporal dimension is especially important for Al because people often ask questions in
the present tense: "Who is...?", "What is the current rule?", "How many...?", "Does this
company...?"

The response may contain historically accurate information that no longer answers the current
question accurately.

Chapter 10 will examine changing facts in greater depth. Here, outdated information illustrates

another reason why partial accuracy cannot be understood through a simple division between
truth and fabrication.

A Correct Source Can Be Misrepresented

Even where the source itself is sound, the representation of it can be partly inaccurate.

A generated answer may correctly identify a report and accurately state its principal topic but
overstate one of its conclusions. It may attribute a finding to the report that actually appears
only in commentary about it. [t may accurately quote a sentence while leaving out surrounding
language that changes how the quotation should be understood.

The source has not failed. The difficulty lies in the transformation from source to summary.
This distinction is important because identifying a genuine source can create reassurance. Yet

the existence of the source does not establish that the generated representation faithfully
preserves every aspect of it.
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The informational chain therefore contains several possible relationships: between reality and
evidence, evidence and source, source and summary, and summary and the reader's
understanding.

Partial accuracy can arise at any of these points.

Why Partial Accuracy Can Be Persuasive

Information that is partly correct can be especially convincing because accurate elements
provide anchors of credibility.

A reader may recognise several facts within an answer and reasonably infer that the unfamiliar
portions are similarly dependable. A correct name, date or institutional reference can make

surrounding claims feel better grounded.

This is not an irrational response. People necessarily use existing knowledge to interpret new
information.

The difficulty is that correctness does not automatically transfer from one proposition to
another.

An answer containing nine accurate statements does not make a tenth statement true merely by
proximity. Equally, one incorrect statement does not logically make the other nine false.

Each claim retains its own relationship with evidence, even when all appear within one
coherent response.

This is one reason factual reliability in generated information can be difficult to judge from
overall impressions alone.

Beyond the True-or-False Binary

The idea that information is either true or false remains useful for many clear factual
propositions. A specific event either occurred on a particular date or it did not. A document
either contains a quoted sentence or it does not.

But larger pieces of information frequently contain more complicated mixtures.

They can be accurate but incomplete, correct but outdated, well sourced but overgeneralised,
precise but contextually misplaced, or broadly sound while containing a material factual error.

Recognising these possibilities does not make truth relative or imply that factual questions
cannot be resolved. It makes the categories used to describe information more precise.

For Al-generated information, this precision matters because fluent synthesis can conceal
differences among the factual components of an answer.

The challenge is not only that Al can produce information that is wrong.
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It is also that Al can produce information that is right enough to appear dependable while
still being wrong in a way that matters.

That distinction leads to a more specific problem. Some generated claims do not merely
combine accurate and inaccurate elements. They may lack an adequate factual foundation
altogether while being presented in the same confident and coherent form as supported

information.

Understanding that difference requires examining fabrication, unsupported claims and the
relationship between confidence of presentation and strength of evidence.

That is the next stage of the Guide.
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Chapter 7 — Fabrication, Unsupported
Claims and False Confidence

Chapter 6 examined information that is partly right: responses containing accurate elements
alongside errors, omissions, outdated material or conclusions extending beyond what the
evidence supports. There is another form of factual difficulty that can be harder to recognise
from the appearance of an answer alone. A generated statement may look factual even though
adequate support for it does not exist.

The distinction matters because unsupported information does not necessarily look unusual.

A fabricated publication can have a convincing title. An invented quotation can sound
consistent with the person to whom it is attributed. A nonexistent statistic can resemble figures
commonly reported in that field. An event that never occurred can fit comfortably into a
plausible historical narrative.

The surface characteristics of these statements may be similar to those of supported
information.

This is one of the more distinctive challenges created by generative Al. The issue is not merely
that false statements can be produced. Humans have always been capable of invention, error
and unsupported assertion. The important difference is that generative systems can produce
detailed, contextually appropriate factual-looking material rapidly and within the same fluent
form used for information that is well supported.

The resulting challenge concerns not only fabrication, but the relationship between
appearance, support and confidence.

Fabrication and Ordinary Error

Not every incorrect statement is fabricated.

A response that gives the wrong year for a real event may reflect confusion between two dates.
A description of an organisation may contain information that was once correct but has become
outdated. A summary may misinterpret a genuine source.

Fabrication describes something different: information is presented as though it has a factual
basis when the claimed entity, event, quotation, reference or detail does not correspond
adequately with the reality being described.

The distinction is useful because the evidential problems are different.

If an Al response says that an event occurred in 2019 when it actually occurred in 2020, there
is a real event and an evidential record against which the date can be compared.

If the response describes an event that did not occur at all, the problem concerns the existence
of the claimed event itself.
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Similarly, misquoting a real research paper differs from identifying a paper that does not exist.
Both can produce inaccurate information, but their relationship with the underlying evidential
environment is not the same.

These categories can also overlap. A genuine publication may be given a fabricated title, or a

real quotation may be attributed to the wrong person. Generated information can combine
factual and invented components in ways that resist simple classification.

Why Fabricated Information Can Look Convincing

Fabricated details can appear convincing because they often conform to familiar patterns.
Academic publications tend to have recognisable forms. Reports have titles, dates, institutions
and authors. Court cases follow naming conventions. Companies have job titles and

organisational structures. Historical narratives contain people, places, events and chronology.

A generative system capable of reproducing these patterns can create an item that has the form
expected of a real item.

A fabricated academic citation might therefore contain a plausible author name, a credible-
sounding article title, an appropriate journal and a realistic publication year. Nothing in the
citation's appearance necessarily reveals that the complete combination does not correspond to
an actual paper.

The same can occur with statistics. A statement that "37 per cent of respondents reported..."
looks structurally ordinary. The precision of the number may even make the claim appear more
credible.

Yet numerical precision is not evidence that a survey occurred.

The problem is therefore closely related to the distinction introduced in Chapter 1. Plausibility
concerns whether information fits expected patterns. Factual reliability concerns whether the

claim is adequately connected with evidence and reality.

Fabrication demonstrates how far those two qualities can sometimes separate.

Unsupported Does Not Always Mean Fabricated

A further distinction is needed between fabricated information and unsupported information.
A claim can be unsupported without necessarily being false.

Suppose an Al-generated answer states that a particular business decision was motivated
primarily by concern about future regulation. The company may genuinely have had that
concern. But if no available evidence establishes the motivation, the statement remains

unsupported even if it happens to be correct.

This distinction is fundamental.
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Lack of support is not identical to proof of falsehood.

There may be evidence that is unavailable, private, undiscovered or difficult to access. Some
propositions may simply be unknown on the evidence currently available.

The factual status of an unsupported claim is therefore different from that of a claim
contradicted by strong evidence.

This matters because ordinary language can collapse these categories. A statement may be
labelled "false" when the more precise conclusion is that adequate evidence for it has not been
established. Conversely, a claim may be treated as factual because no one has demonstrated
that it is false.

Neither inference necessarily follows.

Truth and evidential support are related, but they are not identical concepts.

Inference Can Become Assertion

Unsupported claims can also emerge when a reasonable inference is gradually expressed as an
established fact.

Imagine that an organisation announces a major restructuring shortly after reporting financial
difficulties. It may be reasonable to consider whether the two developments are related.

But "the restructuring followed financial difficulties" is different from "the restructuring was
caused by financial difficulties."

The first statement describes sequence. The second makes a causal claim.

If an Al-generated response moves from the observed sequence to the causal explanation
without adequate evidence, a plausible interpretation can become an unsupported factual
assertion.

Similar transitions can occur across many subjects.

A person's actions can be converted into claims about their motives. Correlation can become
causation. A possibility can become a prediction. A preliminary report can become a settled
conclusion. An interpretation can become presented as historical fact.

The language may change only slightly while the evidential burden changes substantially.
Generated explanations are particularly capable of producing smooth connections between

facts. Those connections can make a narrative easier to understand. But explanatory coherence
does not itself establish that every inferred relationship has been demonstrated.

The Problem of Invented Attribution

Attribution can give information authority.
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A statement attributed to a recognised scientist, institution, public official or report may carry
greater apparent weight than the same statement presented without attribution.

This makes inaccurate attribution particularly significant.

An Al-generated response may occasionally associate a genuine idea with the wrong person,
produce wording that resembles something a person might reasonably have said, or identify a
real institution as having issued a statement that cannot be established.

The resulting information can appear highly credible because both the subject and the attributed
authority are real.

There are several possible factual failures within such a statement. The words may never have
been said. The underlying idea may have been expressed, but in materially different language.
The statement may be genuine but attributed to the wrong person. A quotation may be
assembled from a broader passage in a way that changes its meaning.

These are not identical problems, but they share a common feature: the attribution creates an
apparent evidential connection that may not exist in the form presented.

A familiar name can therefore strengthen plausibility without necessarily strengthening factual
support.

Confidence Is a Feature of Presentation

The language of certainty introduces another complication.

nn nn

A generated response may say that something "is," "was," "demonstrates,
"confirms." These expressions can communicate strong confidence.

proves" or

In human conversation, confident language is often interpreted as reflecting the speaker's
degree of knowledge. A person who is uncertain may hesitate or qualify a statement. Someone
who has strong evidence may speak more definitively.

The relationship is imperfect even among humans. People can be confidently wrong or
cautiously correct.

With generated information, the distinction becomes still more important because confidence
of wording is part of the produced language.

A declarative sentence does not carry its evidential basis within its grammar.
"This study involved 4,000 participants" looks equally declarative whether the figure is taken
accurately from the study, confused with another publication or generated without adequate

support.

The confidence of the sentence and the confidence justified by the evidence are therefore
separate properties.
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This is what may be described as false confidence: not necessarily an intention to deceive, but
a mismatch between the certainty communicated by the information and the strength of the
factual foundation beneath it.

Qualifications Can Matter

The reverse is equally important.

nn nn

Expressions such as "may," "appears," "available evidence suggests" or "it remains uncertain"
can sometimes reflect genuine limitations in what is known.

Removing those qualifications can transform the meaning of information.
A research finding that "may be associated with" an outcome is different from a conclusion
that it "causes" that outcome. An early report that something "appears to have occurred" is

different from an official confirmation that it occurred.

Generative Al can preserve such distinctions, but it can also compress them when summarising
material.

The issue is not that qualified language is always more accurate. Excessive qualification can
make well-established facts sound unnecessarily uncertain.

Rather, the degree of certainty expressed should be understood as conceptually distinct from
the evidence itself.

The evidential question is whether the level of certainty represented by the language
corresponds reasonably with what the underlying information can support.

Unsupported Claims Can Accumulate

One unsupported detail may have effects beyond the sentence in which it appears.

Suppose a generated response introduces a fabricated report. It may then summarise the report's
supposed findings, compare those findings with other research and draw conclusions from the
comparison.

The original unsupported element becomes a foundation for additional statements.

The later reasoning may be internally coherent. If the fictional report existed and contained the
described findings, the comparison might make perfect sense.

But coherence cannot repair the missing foundation.

This illustrates a broader problem: unsupported claims can become premises for further
generation.
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The resulting answer may develop an elaborate structure around an initial factual weakness.
The more detailed the explanation becomes, the more substantial it may appear, even though
part of its foundation remains unsupported.

A similar process can occur when an inaccurate premise is supplied in the original question.
Once accepted, that premise can shape everything that follows.

Repetition Can Give Unsupported Information a History
Unsupported information can also acquire apparent legitimacy through repetition.

Once a claim appears online, it may be copied, summarised or discussed elsewhere. Later
sources may no longer reveal where it originated.

If generated content participates in this process, a claim without adequate evidence can
gradually acquire what looks like a documentary history.

Several websites may contain it. Search results may reproduce it. Later generated answers may
encounter versions of it.

The existence of those repetitions does not necessarily provide independent evidence for the
original proposition.

This is one reason source provenance matters. A claim that appears widely distributed may still
depend upon one unsupported origin.

Chapter 11 will examine repetition and amplification more fully. At this point, the important
observation is that unsupported information does not necessarily remain isolated.

In a highly connected information environment, it can travel.

False Confidence Is Not the Same as Deception

It is also important to preserve a distinction between inaccurate confidence and deliberate
deception.

When a human intentionally fabricates evidence or knowingly makes a false statement,
questions of intention arise.

Those concepts should not automatically be transferred to Al-generated output.

For the purposes of this Guide, the relevant issue is informational rather than psychological. A
generated claim may communicate a level of certainty that its evidential foundation does not
justify. Describing that mismatch does not require attributing intention, belief or dishonesty to

the Al system.

This keeps the focus on what can actually be examined: the relationship between the claim, its
presentation and its support.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 54



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

When Appearance Exceeds Foundation

Fabrication and unsupported claims expose one of the central tensions in Al-generated
information.

The visible answer can be richer than its factual foundation.

Names, dates, quotations, references, statistics and explanations can all contribute to an
appearance of evidential substance. Sometimes that appearance is fully justified. Sometimes it
is partly justified. Sometimes the underlying support is absent.

The appearance alone cannot tell us which situation applies.

This does not establish that Al-generated factual information should generally be distrusted.
That would cross into the broader trust question belonging elsewhere in the AIGuide series.

Nor does it turn this Guide into a procedure for detecting false claims.

The narrower conclusion is that confidence of presentation and strength of evidence must
remain conceptually separate.

A claim may be correct and confidently expressed. It may be incorrect and confidently
expressed. It may be uncertain and appropriately qualified. It may even be true while remaining

unsupported by the evidence presently available.

These possibilities show why factual understanding requires more than deciding whether an
answer sounds convincing.

They also lead to another important category.

Sometimes the difficulty is not that information has been fabricated or that evidence is missing
because of an informational failure. Sometimes the evidence itself genuinely does not permit
certainty. Sources may conflict, knowledge may be incomplete, or the underlying question may
not yet have a settled answer.

In those circumstances, uncertainty is not a defect to be concealed.

It is part of what is factually known.

That is the next stage of the examination.
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Chapter 8 — When the Answer Is
Uncertain

The preceding chapter examined fabrication, unsupported claims and the possibility that
confidence of presentation can exceed the strength of the evidence beneath it. Those situations
can create uncertainty because something has gone wrong in the informational relationship: a
claim may lack adequate support, a reference may not exist, or language may communicate
greater certainty than the evidence justifies.

But uncertainty has another, fundamentally different form.

Sometimes the answer is uncertain because the available evidence itself does not justify
certainty.

The relevant information may be incomplete. Evidence may point in several directions.
Research may still be developing. Records may be missing. An event may be unfolding.
Different interpretations may remain reasonable. A question may concern something that
cannot presently be known with confidence.

In these circumstances, uncertainty is not necessarily an informational defect. It may be the
most accurate description of the state of knowledge.

This distinction becomes particularly important in an Al-mediated information environment.
Generative Al can produce clear answers to questions that do not themselves have clear
answers. The capacity to formulate a coherent response does not mean that reality has provided

an equally coherent conclusion.

Understanding truth therefore requires understanding the boundaries of certainty.

Not Every Question Has a Settled Answer

Many everyday factual questions have relatively stable answers.

A documented historical event occurred on a particular date. A published report contains
identifiable wording. A city lies within a particular country. An organisation has a registered
name.

Other questions are less settled.

What caused a complex historical event? How effective will a recently introduced policy prove
to be? Does a preliminary scientific finding apply beyond the population studied? What will
the final economic effect of a developing disruption be? Why did an individual make a

particular decision when no reliable record of their reasoning exists?

These questions may still involve facts, but the available evidence may not support a single
definitive conclusion.
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Human knowledge has always contained such boundaries. Al does not create them.

What generative Al changes is the ease with which a question can receive an immediate and
apparently complete response.

A conversational interface rarely leaves a blank page. It can usually generate something
relevant to the question. That responsiveness is useful, but it can create an important distinction

between the availability of an answer and the availability of certainty.

The first may be technologically easy. The second depends upon evidence.

Known, Unknown and Not Yet Known

Uncertainty can arise for different reasons.

Some information is unknown because the necessary evidence has not been found. Some is
unknown because relevant records never existed or have been lost. Some is not yet known
because events are still developing. Some may remain inherently difficult to establish because
the question concerns motives, complex causation or phenomena that cannot be directly
observed.

These are not equivalent situations.

Consider a developing event. Early reports may indicate that something has happened, but the
details may remain unclear. Several accounts may contain different figures. Official
confirmation may arrive later. The uncertainty is partly temporal: more reliable information
may become available as the event develops.

A historical question can present a different problem. Surviving records may support several
interpretations, with no realistic expectation that decisive new evidence will emerge. The
uncertainty may therefore persist.

Scientific uncertainty has yet another structure. A study can produce a genuine finding while
leaving open whether the result will be replicated, how broadly it applies or which mechanism
explains it.

To describe all of these simply as "unknown" would conceal meaningful differences.

The nature of uncertainty is itself part of understanding the information.

Evidence Can Support Degrees of Confidence

Evidence does not always lead from complete ignorance directly to certainty.
Often it supports degrees of confidence.

Several independent pieces of evidence may strongly support a conclusion without making it
logically certain. A smaller or more ambiguous evidential record may support one explanation
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as more likely than another. Preliminary evidence may indicate a possibility while remaining
insufficient for a firm conclusion.

This is familiar across many fields.

Scientists discuss confidence, probability, limitations and uncertainty. Historians distinguish
established facts from interpretations supported to different degrees. Statistical estimates may
be accompanied by ranges or margins of error. Investigations can reach conclusions based on
standards of evidence appropriate to their particular setting.

The language varies because the purposes and evidential traditions vary.

The common principle is that what can reasonably be concluded depends upon the strength
and character of the available evidence.

Generative Al can translate these complex evidential positions into ordinary language. That
can make specialised information more accessible.

But translation can also compress degrees of confidence.
"Evidence indicates" can become "research shows."
"One possible explanation" can become "the reason was."

"Preliminary findings suggest" can become "scientists discovered."

Each change may make the answer sound cleaner. It may also make the conclusion more
definite than the evidence permits.

Uncertainty Can Disappear in a Summary

Summarisation presents a particular challenge because qualifications consume space.

A lengthy report may contain assumptions, methodological limitations, competing
explanations and detailed statements about what cannot be concluded. A short summary
necessarily leaves much of that material behind.

The central findings may be represented accurately while the uncertainty surrounding them
becomes less visible.

This does not mean that every summary is misleading. Effective summarisation requires
identifying what is most important.

The difficulty is that uncertainty can sometimes be one of the most important features of the
original material.

Imagine a study reporting a possible association but emphasising that its design cannot
establish causation. A summary that communicates only the association may reproduce a
genuine finding while allowing the reader to infer a stronger conclusion than the research
supports.
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Similarly, an economic forecast may contain a central projection accompanied by a wide range
of possible outcomes. Reporting only the central number can make a probabilistic assessment
appear like a prediction of what will happen.

The factual content has not necessarily been invented. The informational balance has changed.

Conflicting Evidence Does Not Always Mean One Side Is
False

Uncertainty can also arise when evidence points in different directions.

Two well-conducted studies may reach different results. Historical records may conflict.
Economic indicators may suggest competing interpretations. Witnesses may remember an
event differently.

It can be tempting to assume that one source must therefore be correct and the other incorrect.
Sometimes that is the explanation.

But conflicting evidence can also arise because studies examine different populations, use
different methodologies or occur under different conditions. Statistics may use different
definitions. Witnesses may have observed different parts of an event. Historical sources may
reflect different perspectives or access to information.

The conflict itself therefore requires interpretation.

An Al-generated answer that resolves disagreement by selecting one account may create
clarity, but the clarity may not accurately represent the state of the evidence.

Conversely, simply listing conflicting positions without distinguishing their evidential strength
can imply that all have equal support when they do not.

Uncertainty is therefore not necessarily achieved by treating every competing claim as equally
plausible. It involves recognising what the evidence can and cannot presently establish.

Current Events Create Moving Uncertainty

Time-sensitive information presents another distinctive challenge.

During a developing event, facts can change quickly. Early reports may be incomplete.
Numbers may be provisional. Initial accounts may be corrected. Institutions may release
additional information.

A statement can therefore move through different factual states.

Something initially reported as possible may later be confirmed. A preliminary figure may be
revised. A suspected cause may later be rejected.
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An Al-generated response produced at one moment may accurately represent the evidence then
available but become outdated as the evidential record develops.

This differs from a straightforward factual error. The response may have been appropriately
cautious and well grounded when generated.

Its limitation arises from the changing state of knowledge.

The distinction reinforces a broader principle already encountered in this Guide: factual
reliability is connected not only to what is stated but also to when it is stated.

Consensus and Uncertainty Can Coexist

The existence of uncertainty does not mean that every proposition is equally unsettled.

A substantial body of evidence may establish a broad conclusion while leaving important
details unresolved.

Scientific knowledge provides many examples. Researchers may have strong agreement that a
phenomenon occurs while continuing to investigate its magnitude, mechanisms or effects under

different circumstances.

Historical scholarship may similarly agree that an event occurred while disagreeing about the
relative importance of its causes.

This distinction matters because the word "uncertain" can itself be misunderstood.

If some aspects of a subject remain uncertain, it does not follow that nothing is known. Equally,
broad agreement on a central proposition does not mean that every associated question has
been resolved.

An accurate account may therefore need to hold two ideas at once:

there is substantial knowledge, and there are remaining uncertainties.

Generative explanations can sometimes struggle with this balance because concise answers
naturally favour clear conclusions.

Yet reality does not become binary merely because communication is easier when it is.

Uncertainty About Sources

Sometimes uncertainty concerns not the underlying event but the evidence itself.
A document may have uncertain authorship. A quotation may exist in several forms. A statistic

may be widely repeated without a readily identifiable original source. An online image may
lack clear provenance.
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In these situations, the information may or may not be accurate, but part of the evidential chain
is unclear.

This creates a different form of uncertainty from direct contradiction.

The relevant conclusion may be neither "this is true" nor "this is false," but rather "the available
information does not establish the claim sufficiently."

That position can feel unsatisfying because it leaves the question unresolved.
Yet unresolved questions are part of factual knowledge.

Recognising the limits of what can presently be established is different from abandoning the
idea that facts exist.

Uncertainty Is Not Relativism

The existence of uncertainty can sometimes be interpreted as suggesting that truth is merely a
matter of opinion.

That conclusion does not follow.
Evidence can be incomplete while reality remains what it is. An event either occurred or did
not occur even if surviving records are insufficient to determine which. A scientific mechanism

can operate in a particular way even before researchers understand it fully.

Uncertainty describes a limitation in what can presently be established, not necessarily an
absence of underlying reality.

This distinction is central to a Guide about truth and verification.

It allows factual understanding to accommodate uncertainty without treating every claim as
equally valid.

Some propositions are supported by extensive evidence. Others are weakly supported. Some
are contradicted by available evidence. Some remain genuinely unresolved.

The categories differ because their evidential foundations differ.

The Human Desire for a Clear Answer

Uncertainty can also be uncomfortable.
People often ask questions because they want resolution. A direct answer can be more
satisfying than a qualified explanation. "Yes" or "no" is easier to use than "the available

evidence is mixed."

Generative Al can respond to this desire with extraordinary fluency. It can turn complexity into
a coherent narrative and provide an apparently complete explanation within seconds.
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That capability has genuine value.

But the clarity of an explanation and the clarity of the underlying reality are not always the
same.

An uncertain world can be described in confident language. A contested question can be made
to sound settled. A provisional conclusion can be expressed as though no qualification remains.

Equally, Al can communicate uncertainty clearly and help make complex evidential limitations
understandable.

The technology therefore does not determine whether uncertainty will be represented

appropriately. The central issue remains the relationship between the language of the answer
and the state of the evidence.

Uncertainty as Information

The most important conceptual shift is to recognise that uncertainty can itself carry factual
meaning.

Knowing that evidence is incomplete tells us something about the state of knowledge. Knowing
that credible studies disagree tells us something different from knowing that no research exists.
Knowing that a figure is provisional is different from knowing that it is final. Knowing that
several explanations remain possible is different from knowing that one explanation has been
established.

These distinctions do not eliminate uncertainty.

They describe it more accurately.

For Al-generated information, this matters because an answer can be informative without
pretending that every question has been resolved.

The relevant issue is not whether uncertainty should always be maximised or whether confident
answers should generally be avoided. Those would be prescriptions beyond the purpose of this
Guide.

The more fundamental point is that certainty should not be inferred merely from the
existence, fluency or completeness of an answer.

Sometimes the evidence supports a clear conclusion.
Sometimes it does not.

And sometimes the most factually faithful account of what is known includes an explicit
recognition of what remains uncertain.
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That leads to an even more difficult informational situation. Evidence may not simply be
incomplete; different apparently credible sources may actively point towards different
conclusions. Al systems themselves may produce conflicting answers to the same question.

When information disagrees, the problem is no longer simply whether certainty is possible. It
becomes a question of understanding why competing factual accounts can coexist and what

those disagreements reveal about their evidential foundations.

That is the next stage of the examination.
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Chapter 9 — When Sources and Al Systems
Disagree

Chapter 8 examined uncertainty as a legitimate feature of factual understanding. Sometimes
evidence is incomplete, knowledge is still developing or the available material supports more
than one reasonable interpretation. In those circumstances, uncertainty does not necessarily
indicate that something has gone wrong. It can accurately reflect what is and is not presently
known.

A related difficulty arises when information does not merely remain uncertain but actively
disagrees.

Two sources may report different figures for what appears to be the same subject. Research
studies may reach different conclusions. Institutions may describe the same event differently.
Experts may interpret a common body of evidence in competing ways. Two Al systems may
answer the same factual question differently, or the same system may produce different
answers when a question is asked in another form or at another time.

Such disagreement can be disorienting because people often expect factual questions to
converge towards a single answer.

Sometimes they do.

But disagreement does not have one universal explanation. One source may simply be wrong.
Both may be using different definitions. One may be more current. They may be describing
different populations or periods. They may agree about the underlying facts while disagreeing

about their interpretation. In some cases, the evidence itself may remain genuinely contested.

Understanding conflicting information therefore requires distinguishing the existence of
disagreement from the reason for disagreement.

Different Answers Do Not Necessarily Mean Different
Realities

Consider a seemingly straightforward question: what is the unemployment rate in a particular
country?

One source might report 4.2 per cent while another reports 4.6 per cent.

At first sight, one of the figures may appear to be wrong.

But several explanations are possible. The figures may relate to different months. One may be
seasonally adjusted while the other is not. Different measures of unemployment may be
involved. One figure may have been revised after the other was published.

The disagreement can therefore exist at the level of the numbers without representing a

fundamental disagreement about reality.
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Similar problems arise with population statistics, economic growth, employment figures,
public-health data, educational outcomes and many other forms of quantitative information.

A figure is not detached from the methodology, definition, period and population through
which it was produced.

When Al-generated responses present numbers without those boundaries, two valid figures can
appear contradictory.

The apparent conflict may therefore be informational rather than factual.

Definitions Can Create Disagreement

Many words that appear ordinary have specialised meanings when used in particular fields.

nn nn nn

"Employment," "poverty," "migration," "crime," "literacy,
"company size" can be defined in different ways.

urban population" and even
Two sources may therefore answer what appears to be the same question while actually
measuring different things.

For example, one source might classify a worker according to hours worked during a reference
period, while another uses a different employment definition. Neither figure needs to be

fabricated for the results to differ.

This becomes especially important in a global information environment. Countries and
institutions do not always classify social, economic or administrative phenomena identically.

Al systems can synthesise information across those boundaries. That capacity is useful, but it
can also remove the definitional context that explains why figures differ.

The resulting disagreement may appear to be between facts when it is actually between
categories.

Time Can Produce Conflicting Answers

Sources can also disagree because they belong to different moments.

An organisation may have 50,000 employees when one report is published and 45,000 when
another appears a year later. A law may change. A political officeholder may be replaced. A
scientific body may revise guidance after new evidence becomes available.

Both sources can be accurate within their respective timeframes.

An Al-generated response that draws upon both without preserving those dates can create an
apparent contradiction.
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This is particularly significant because many questions implicitly concern the present. "Who
leads the organisation?" or "What is the current rule?" contains a temporal requirement even if
the word "today" is not stated.

Older information may therefore be genuine but no longer responsive to the question being
asked.

Conlflict between old and new information is not necessarily evidence that one source was
unreliable when produced. It may reflect a world that changed.

Sources May Correct Themselves

A related situation arises when later information corrects earlier information.
Initial reports of a major event may contain provisional figures. An institution may
subsequently issue a revised dataset. A research paper may be corrected. A company may

amend a filing. A news organisation may update an earlier report as additional facts emerge.

If both versions remain available, an Al system may encounter information reflecting different
stages of the evidential record.

The earlier statement was not necessarily unreasonable when first published. It may have
represented the best information then available.

Yet once better evidence emerges, treating both versions as equally current would misrepresent
their relationship.

This illustrates an important point about conflicting sources: later disagreement can
sometimes represent the correction or development of knowledge rather than continuing

uncertainty.

The history of a claim matters.

Primary and Secondary Sources Can Differ

Disagreement can also arise as information moves through a source chain.
An original report may contain a carefully qualified conclusion. A news article may simplify
it. Commentary may extend the interpretation further. An Al-generated response may then

synthesise several of these accounts.

At the end of that chain, the generated explanation can differ materially from the original source
even though each stage retains some connection with it.

Suppose a research paper states that a particular relationship was observed among one
population but that further investigation is required.
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A secondary account might report that researchers "found a link." Another source might
describe the research as demonstrating an effect. A later summary might state that the effect is
established.

The apparent disagreement between the original research and the later account may therefore
have emerged through progressive transformation.

This is why source proximity can matter without automatically settling the question. Returning

closer to an original source may reveal how a claim developed, but the original source itself
must still be understood within its own evidential limits.

Experts Can Reasonably Disagree

Not every conflict can be resolved by identifying an error, an outdated source or a different
definition.

Experts can examine substantially the same evidence and reach different conclusions.

This can happen because evidence permits more than one interpretation, because different
analytical methods are used, or because different assumptions are applied.

Historical interpretation provides an obvious example. Scholars may agree on many
documented events while disagreeing about which causes were most significant.

Economic analysis can similarly produce competing interpretations of the same indicators.
Scientific fields can contain legitimate disagreement about emerging findings, particularly

where evidence remains limited or methods differ.

The existence of expert disagreement does not establish that all positions are equally supported.
Some may rest upon stronger evidence or broader bodies of research.

Nor does disagreement establish that factual understanding is impossible.

It indicates that the relationship between evidence and conclusion can sometimes involve
interpretation rather than mechanical deduction.

An Al-generated answer may conceal this by presenting one interpretation as though it were
the only factual account.

It can also create the opposite distortion by presenting every position as equally credible simply
because disagreement exists.

Neither outcome follows automatically from the evidence.

Consensus Is Not Unanimity

Where sources disagree, the existence of broader agreement can also be misunderstood.
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Consensus does not necessarily mean that every expert, study or institution reaches exactly the
same conclusion. It can mean that a substantial body of evidence supports a central proposition
even while disagreement remains around details, mechanisms or implications.

A small number of conflicting sources therefore does not automatically establish that a subject
is evenly divided.

Conversely, frequent repetition of one position does not establish a genuine evidential
consensus if the sources are not independent or do not represent the relevant field adequately.

The distinction returns to a principle developed earlier in this Guide: quantity of information
and strength of evidence are not the same thing.

Understanding disagreement therefore involves more than counting how many sources appear
on each side.

Why Al Systems Can Give Different Answers

Conlflicting information becomes especially visible when people compare Al systems.

A person may ask the same question of two systems and receive different answers. This can
appear surprising because both systems may be described broadly as artificial intelligence and
both may respond with confidence.

Yet there is no reason to assume that different systems must always produce identical outputs.
They may have been developed using different data, models or methods. Their information
may reflect different periods. Some may have access to current external sources while others
do not. They may interpret an ambiguous question differently or give different weight to

competing information.

Even within one system, wording can matter. A broad question may produce a general answer,
while a more specific question exposes distinctions that were absent from the first response.

Generated responses are therefore not equivalent to identical database lookups.

Difference between Al answers does not, by itself, reveal which answer is factually stronger.
Nor does agreement between Al systems necessarily establish truth. Several systems can
reproduce the same widely circulating error, depend upon overlapping information

environments or arrive at similar plausible conclusions without independent verification.

Agreement is informative, but agreement is not itself evidence sufficient to settle every
factual question.

Al Can Also Make Disagreement Less Visible

The problem is not limited to Al systems contradicting one another.
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Al can also make existing disagreement appear smaller than it really is.
A generated summary may draw upon several sources and produce one coherent explanation.
Where those sources contain qualifications or competing interpretations, synthesis may smooth

the differences.

This can be valuable when disagreement concerns terminology or minor details. A clear
synthesis can help a reader understand the underlying common ground.

But if the disagreement is substantively important, smoothing it away can create an impression
of certainty that the evidence does not justify.

The reverse is also possible. A generated answer may emphasise conflict among sources while
overlooking the substantial factual agreement beneath them.

Synthesis is therefore not neutral merely because it combines information. The way differences
are represented can affect how the evidential landscape appears.

Conflict Can Occur at Different Levels

It is useful conceptually to recognise that sources can disagree at several levels.

They may disagree about basic facts: whether an event occurred or what figure was recorded.
They may agree on the facts but disagree about interpretation: what those facts mean.

They may disagree about causation: why something happened.

They may agree on past events but disagree about future implications.

They may also appear to disagree because they use different definitions, periods or contexts.
These forms of conflict should not be collapsed into one category.

A disagreement about whether a document exists is different from a disagreement about how
that document should be interpreted.

This distinction becomes particularly important in generated information because an Al

response can move between facts, interpretation and explanation without visibly marking every
transition.

Disagreement Is Itself Information
Conflicting sources can be frustrating because they complicate the desire for a clear answer.
Yet disagreement can itself reveal something important about the state of knowledge.

If reliable sources consistently converge, that tells us something about the evidential landscape.
If credible sources diverge because different definitions are being used, the definitions matter.
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If disagreement persists among specialists despite substantial evidence, that tells us something
about the complexity of the question.

The existence of conflict therefore need not be treated merely as an obstacle on the way to a
single answer.

Sometimes the conflict is part of the answer.
This does not mean that all disagreements should remain unresolved. Some arise from
straightforward factual mistakes. Some disappear when dates or definitions are clarified. Some

positions are poorly supported compared with others.

The important observation is narrower: disagreement must be understood before its factual
significance can be understood.

From Conflicting Information to Changing Information

The Al-mediated information environment makes conflicting accounts particularly visible
because people can obtain multiple explanations rapidly and compare them directly.

But comparison alone does not determine which account is stronger.

A newer source may contain better information or simply a newer error. An official source may
be authoritative for one proposition but not another. Several Al systems may agree without
providing independent evidential confirmation. Two credible sources may disagree because
they are answering subtly different questions.

The underlying issue remains the relationship between claims and evidence.

When sources disagree, that relationship becomes more visible because the apparent simplicity
of a factual answer begins to break apart. Definitions, dates, methodologies, provenance,

interpretation and uncertainty all become relevant.

There is one dimension of disagreement that deserves particular attention because it is
increasingly common in fast-moving information environments: time.

Facts about the world can change. Records can be revised. Policies can be amended.
Organisations can change. Knowledge can develop.

Information that was accurate yesterday may not accurately describe today.

Understanding how truth operates when the underlying reality itself changes is therefore the
next stage of the examination.
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Chapter 10 — Facts That Change

Chapter 9 examined situations in which sources and Al systems disagree. Sometimes those
disagreements arise because one account is wrong. Sometimes different definitions,
methodologies or interpretations are involved. And sometimes apparently conflicting answers
are separated by something simpler but equally important: time.

Facts are often spoken about as though they are permanently fixed. For many facts, this is
entirely appropriate. A historical event that occurred on a particular date does not move to
another date because years pass. The wording contained in the final version of a published
document remains part of that document's record. The officially recorded result of a completed
election remains a historical fact even after later elections take place.

But many other factual statements describe conditions that can change.

A person holds an office until someone else replaces them. A company employs a particular
number of people at one reporting date and another number later. A regulation applies until it
is amended or repealed. A scientific body expresses one assessment and subsequently revises
it as evidence develops. An economic statistic is published and later adjusted when additional
data become available.

In each case, information can be factually accurate at one moment and inaccurate when applied
to another.

This creates a distinctive challenge for Al-generated information because a fluent answer can
make old and new information look equally present. The language may be current even when

the fact it expresses is not.

Understanding factual reliability therefore requires another distinction: a statement can have
been true without remaining true.

Stable Facts and Changing Facts

Some factual propositions are relatively stable because they concern completed events or
enduring characteristics.

Other propositions describe a current state.
"The organisation was founded in 1998" and "the organisation's chief executive is Person A"
have different relationships with time. The founding date normally remains fixed. The identity

of the chief executive can change.

The distinction may seem obvious, but it becomes important when information is separated
from the date at which it was established.

A webpage written several years ago might accurately identify Person A as chief executive. If
that statement is later reproduced without its original date, it can appear to describe the present.
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Nothing necessarily went wrong with the original source. The problem arose when historical
accuracy became mistaken for current accuracy.

Al-generated responses can encounter the same difficulty. Information originating at different
times can exist within the wider information environment. Unless the temporal relationship is

preserved, an answer may reproduce a genuine fact in the wrong timeframe.

The resulting statement is neither wholly fabricated nor necessarily unsupported. It is
temporally misplaced.

"Current" Is a Factual Requirement

Many everyday questions contain an unstated demand for current information.

"Who is the president?"

"What is the unemployment rate?"

"What are the entry requirements?"

"How many employees does the company have?"
"What does the regulation require?"

Although none of these questions necessarily includes the word "current," it is usually implied.

An answer based on information from several years earlier may therefore be responsive to the
subject while failing the temporal requirement of the question.

This is especially significant in areas where conditions change quickly. Political officeholders,
travel requirements, corporate leadership, product availability, regulations and economic

indicators can all become outdated.

The speed of change varies. Some facts remain current for decades. Others can change within
hours.

There is therefore no universal period after which information becomes outdated. Currency
depends upon the nature of the claim.

A ten-year-old source may be entirely adequate for the date of a historical event and wholly
inadequate for today's interest rate.

Time is not merely metadata surrounding factual information. For changing facts, it is part of
the fact itself.

Publication Date and Effective Date Are Different

Temporal accuracy can become more complicated because information may involve several
relevant dates.

A government may announce a policy in March, pass legislation in June and bring the law into
force in January of the following year.
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Which date describes when the change occurred?

The answer depends upon the claim.

"The government announced the policy in March" may be correct. "The legislation was enacted
in June" may also be correct. "The new requirement applied from January" can be equally

correct.

If those stages are compressed into a statement that "the law changed in March," the result may
misrepresent the legal position even though March genuinely marked an important event.

Similar distinctions occur in business. A merger can be announced on one date, approved on
another and completed later. A chief executive may be appointed before formally taking office.

A new standard may be published well before organisations are required to apply it.

Al-generated summaries can compress these stages because they concern one underlying
development.

Yet temporal precision may be essential to factual accuracy.

Official Figures Can Be Revised

Numbers can also change without the underlying historical event changing.

Economic statistics provide a familiar example. An initial estimate may be published using the
information available at the time. Later data may allow the responsible agency to revise the
figure.

Both numbers can therefore have legitimate documentary origins.

The first may accurately represent what was officially reported initially. The revised figure
may better represent the agency's later assessment.

If an Al-generated answer encounters both values, it may appear that two authoritative sources
disagree.

The real relationship is temporal and procedural: one figure superseded or refined another.

Similar processes occur with population estimates, financial results, scientific datasets and
administrative statistics.

Revision does not necessarily mean that the original information was carelessly produced.
Some forms of measurement are inherently provisional because complete information becomes

available only later.

This demonstrates why the phrase "official figure" can be insufficient without knowing which
version and as of when.
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Knowledge Can Change Without Reality Changing
There is another important temporal distinction.

Sometimes the world changes. At other times, the underlying reality remains the same but
human knowledge about it changes.

Consider a historical event. What happened in the past is not altered when a previously
unknown archive is discovered. What changes is the available evidence and, potentially, the
understanding built from it.

Scientific knowledge can develop similarly. A biological mechanism existed before
researchers understood it. New evidence can change the scientific account without changing

the phenomenon itself.

This distinction matters because people sometimes describe earlier knowledge as though it
must have been either true or false in exactly the same sense as the later account.

The situation can be more nuanced.

An earlier conclusion may have been reasonably supported by the evidence then available.
Later evidence may reveal that the conclusion was incomplete or incorrect.

Factual understanding therefore has a history.
Al systems can encounter materials produced at different stages of that history. A generated

answer that combines them without recognising their chronology may make earlier and later
understandings appear simultaneously current.

Scientific Findings Can Develop

Scientific information illustrates particularly clearly why time matters.

A single study contributes evidence; it does not necessarily establish the final state of
knowledge on a subject. Later studies may replicate the result, qualify it, identify limitations
or produce different findings.

Over time, a body of evidence can become stronger, weaker or more complex.

An Al-generated answer based on an early stage of that development may differ substantially
from an answer based on later evidence.

This does not mean that scientific facts are arbitrary or that knowledge changes simply because
opinions change. It reflects the evidential nature of scientific inquiry.

Conclusions are related to observations, methods, replication and accumulated research.

A statement such as "research shows" can therefore conceal a temporal question: which
research, available when, and within what stage of the developing evidence?
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For subjects undergoing rapid investigation, that question can materially affect what can
reasonably be stated.

Rules and Regulations Change Across Time and Place

Legal and regulatory information presents another form of temporal complexity.
Rules can be amended, repealed, replaced or interpreted through later decisions. Different
provisions may take effect at different times. Transitional arrangements may mean that an older

rule continues to apply to some circumstances after a newer one has been introduced.

Geography adds another dimension. A rule current in one jurisdiction may never have applied
in another.

Al-generated language can make these distinctions less visible if an answer describes "the law"
or "the regulations" without identifying the relevant time and place.

A statement may therefore be accurately sourced yet factually inappropriate for the
circumstances in which it is presented.

This is one reason AIGuide 9 does not attempt to provide professional or legal guidance. The
relevant point here is informational: time and jurisdiction can form part of the factual

identity of a rule.

Removing them can change what the statement means.

Websites Do Not Always Reveal Their Age Clearly

The digital environment introduces another complication because old information can remain
highly visible.

A webpage may continue to appear in search results years after publication. Its original date
may be difficult to locate. A page may be updated without clearly identifying which parts
changed. Material may be copied to another website where its original publication date
disappears entirely.

The visual appearance of a webpage provides little indication of whether the information is
current.

Generative Al can add another layer by restating older information in newly generated
language.

This creates a distinctive temporal effect: old facts can acquire new wording.

A response generated today may therefore sound entirely contemporary while expressing
information originating years earlier.

The age of the sentence and the age of the information are not the same thing.
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This mirrors the distinction made in Chapter 5 between the provenance of wording and the
provenance of the claim.

Change Can Be Gradual Rather Than Discrete

Not every changing fact has a clear moment at which one state ends and another begins.

Population changes continuously. Economic conditions evolve. Scientific consensus can
strengthen over time. Social practices and terminology can shift gradually.

In such cases, factual statements may depend upon thresholds, measurement dates or
definitions.

Saying that a technology is "widely used," for example, contains a factual-looking proposition
but leaves "widely" undefined. Different surveys conducted at different times may produce
different estimates of adoption.

The reality itself may be moving while measurement captures only particular moments.

This can make disagreement between sources understandable without making either source
necessarily unreliable.

The factual landscape is not always a collection of fixed points. Some facts describe processes.

The Historical Record Remains Important

When current facts change, earlier information does not necessarily become worthless.

An outdated company headcount may no longer describe the organisation today, but it can
remain valuable evidence of the organisation's earlier size. An old regulation can be essential
to understanding events that occurred while it was in force. Earlier scientific assessments can
show how knowledge developed.

The informational problem arises when historical and current claims are confused.

A fact does not cease to have been true merely because circumstances later changed.

This distinction is particularly important in verification. Finding an older source that
contradicts a newer one does not necessarily reveal an error. It may reveal a transition.

Understanding that transition can resolve what otherwise looks like factual conflict.

Truth Has a Temporal Dimension

The broader implication is that factual accuracy sometimes requires an answer to the question
when?

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 76



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

A claim can be accurate as of one date, outdated by another, superseded by a revised figure or
overtaken by new evidence.

Generative Al makes this dimension particularly important because the act of generation
happens in the present while the information reflected in the answer may come from many
different periods.

A newly generated answer is not necessarily a newly established fact.

That distinction does not imply that older information is generally unreliable or that only the
newest source should matter. New sources can contain errors. Older sources may remain
authoritative for historical questions.

The important relationship is between the time represented by the claim and the time
represented by the evidence.

Once that relationship is understood, apparent contradictions can sometimes be resolved. Two
sources may both be accurate because they describe different moments. An earlier answer may
have been correct when produced and incorrect if repeated unchanged later. A revised figure
may supersede an initial estimate without erasing the historical fact that the earlier estimate
was once officially reported.

Al therefore encounters not a static library of facts but an informational environment
containing layers of time.

That environment becomes still more complicated when information is copied and repeated.
An old statement can continue circulating after circumstances change. A claim can appear in
many places without gaining new evidential support. Repetition can make information feel
familiar, established and current even when every repetition ultimately traces back to the same
source.

The next stage of this Guide therefore moves from the changing life of facts to the changing
life of information itself: how repetition and amplification can affect the appearance of truth.
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Chapter 11 — Repetition, Amplification
and the Appearance of Truth

Chapter 10 examined the temporal dimension of factual information. A statement may have
been accurate when first produced but become outdated as circumstances change. A revised
statistic may supersede an earlier estimate. New evidence may alter what can reasonably be
concluded. Yet older information does not necessarily disappear when the underlying facts
change.

It can remain available, searchable and repeatable.

This introduces another challenge for truth and verification in an Al-mediated information
environment. Information can acquire visibility through repetition. A claim may appear on
multiple websites, in social media, within commentary, in summaries and eventually in Al-
generated responses. The more often it appears, the more established it may seem.

Sometimes repetition reflects strong underlying evidence. Well-established facts are naturally
reported and reproduced widely.

But repetition can also occur without new evidence being added.

One original statement may be copied many times. Several apparently separate accounts may
ultimately depend upon the same source. An inaccurate claim may travel further than the
correction that follows it. Al-generated material may enter this flow and subsequently be

summarised or reproduced again.

The number of times information appears can therefore become separated from the number of
independent evidential foundations supporting it.

This distinction is central to understanding the difference between the visibility of a claim and
the strength of the evidence behind it.

Repetition Is a Normal Part of Knowledge

Repetition is not inherently problematic.

Human knowledge depends upon information being transmitted. Scientific findings are
discussed in later research. News organisations report official announcements. Educational
materials explain established knowledge. Institutions publish information that is subsequently
summarised for broader audiences.

When a fact is well established, seeing it repeated across many sources may reasonably reflect
the depth of the underlying evidential agreement.

A major historical event, for example, may be described in thousands of publications because
extensive independent records establish that it occurred.
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The difficulty begins when repetition itself is interpreted as though it were independent
evidence.

Suppose a statistic appears on twenty websites. That may represent twenty separate
investigations arriving at the same figure. It may also represent nineteen websites reproducing
information from the twentieth.

The visible result can look similar.

The evidential structure is very different.

One Claim Can Become Many Sources

Digital communication makes replication exceptionally easy.
An organisation publishes a report. A news outlet summarises it. Several other publications
reproduce the story. A commentator refers to one of those articles. Social media posts repeat

the statistic. A later website cites the commentary.

A person encountering the claim at the end of this chain may see several apparently different
sources.

Yet all may ultimately depend upon one original report.

If that report contains strong evidence, the repeated claim may be well founded. But its
evidential strength comes principally from the underlying report, not from the number of times
the claim was subsequently reproduced.

If the original claim is weak or inaccurate, repetition does not repair it.

This creates a distinction between source multiplication and evidence multiplication.

The first can happen simply because information travels. The second requires genuinely
additional evidential support.

Generative Al enters an environment in which those two processes can be difficult to
distinguish.

Apparent Independence

Chapter 5 introduced the idea of source chains. Repetition makes the structure of those chains
particularly significant.

Two sources may look independent because they have different names, websites, authors or
publication formats. Yet one may rely substantially upon the other.

The dependency may be obvious where a source provides a link or attribution. In other cases,
it may be less visible.
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Information can be rewritten sufficiently that the connection to its origin becomes difficult to
recognise. A statistic may survive while its original methodology disappears. A quotation may
continue circulating after its context has been lost. A conclusion may be repeated without the
qualifications attached to the original evidence.

The result can be apparent corroboration.

Several sources seem to confirm the same proposition, but they may actually be transmitting
one evidential claim through different channels.

This does not make the proposition false. It means that the apparent number of confirmations
can overstate the independence of the support behind it.

Familiarity Can Resemble Factuality
Repetition also affects how information is experienced.

A claim encountered repeatedly becomes familiar. Familiar information can feel less surprising
and more consistent with the surrounding informational environment.

This is not unique to Al and does not require any particular failure of judgement. People live
within environments where frequently repeated information often does concern widely
accepted facts.

The complication is that familiarity and factuality can diverge.

A false or unsupported claim can become familiar if it circulates widely enough. A well-
supported but little-known fact can remain unfamiliar simply because few people encounter it.

The subjective experience of recognition therefore does not establish the evidential status of a
proposition.

Al-generated responses can contribute to this effect because they often present information in
familiar explanatory forms. A claim already encountered elsewhere may appear again within a

generated answer, reinforcing the impression that it is broadly established.

Yet the Al response and the earlier source may not represent independent evidential
confirmation.

They may be different appearances of the same informational lineage.

Amplification Changes Visibility

Repetition becomes amplification when information gains greater reach, prominence or
frequency as it moves through an information environment.

Digital platforms have long enabled this process. A single statement can reach large audiences
rapidly through sharing, recommendation, reporting and commentary.
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Generative Al introduces additional possibilities.

Information can be summarised for different audiences, translated into other languages,
reformulated into new formats and incorporated into responses to questions that were not part
of the original context.

These capabilities can amplify accurate information. Important knowledge can become easier
to access. Complex research can be explained more broadly. Information that once required
specialised expertise to locate can become available through ordinary conversational questions.
But amplification is not restricted to accurate material.

An unsupported claim can also be summarised, translated and reformulated.

The capacity to scale communication therefore does not discriminate automatically between
strong and weak evidential foundations.

Amplification concerns reach. Truth concerns the relationship between claims and evidence.

They are different dimensions.

Repetition Can Remove Qualifications

As information travels, it can also become shorter.

An original study may contain detailed limitations. A news article may reduce those limitations
to one paragraph. A social media post may reproduce only the central finding. A later summary
may retain only a headline-level conclusion.

At each stage, the central proposition may remain recognisable.

But the evidential context can progressively narrow.

"An association was observed under specified conditions" may eventually become "X causes
Y'"

This transformation does not necessarily involve deliberate falsification. It can emerge through
successive acts of simplification.

Generative Al can participate in similar compression because summarisation is one of its useful
capabilities.

A short answer cannot preserve every qualification contained in a long source.

The factual question is whether the information omitted changes the meaning of the claim that
remains.

Repetition can therefore alter information even when the words are not copied exactly.
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Errors Can Acquire Informational Momentum

Once an error enters an information environment, repetition can give it momentum.

Imagine that an early article incorrectly attributes a statement to a public figure. Other sources
reproduce the attribution. The original article later corrects the mistake, but some of the

derivative versions remain unchanged.

A search of the wider information environment may then reveal both the correction and
multiple copies of the original error.

Numerically, the incorrect version may even appear more often.
This illustrates why prevalence cannot always resolve factual disagreement.

The informational environment records not only truth but also the history of what has been
said.

Al systems operating within that environment may encounter both.
The challenge becomes greater when derivative versions do not preserve their connection with
the original error. The false attribution may begin to look independently established simply

because it appears in several places.

The claim has acquired an informational history without acquiring a stronger factual
foundation.

Corrections Do Not Always Travel Equally Far

Corrections face a structural difficulty: they enter the information environment after the
original claim.

By that time, the earlier information may already have been copied, quoted, indexed or
incorporated into other materials.

Correcting the original source does not automatically correct every derivative source.

This can produce a lasting asymmetry.

The inaccurate version and the corrected version may coexist indefinitely.

An Al-generated response encountering that environment may therefore face not a simple
choice between an old source and a new source but a network containing multiple descendants
of the earlier information.

The quantity of older repetitions can obscure the significance of the later correction.

This is another reason chronology and provenance matter together.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 82



Al, Truth and Verification AlGuide 9

Knowing that many sources contain a claim is different from knowing whether those sources
pre-date or post-date an authoritative correction.

Generated Information Can Re-enter the Information
Environment

Al-generated information can also move beyond the conversation in which it was produced.

A generated explanation may be copied into a document, published on a website, incorporated
into educational material or reproduced in online discussion.

Once published, its origin may not always remain visible.

That material can then become part of the wider information environment encountered by
humans and potentially by later Al-enabled systems.

This creates the possibility of informational circulation in which generated content is not
merely an endpoint but becomes another intermediate source.

The significance depends upon the factual quality of the original generated material.

If the content accurately represents well-supported information, wider circulation may simply
make that information more accessible.

If it contains an unsupported claim, repetition can make the claim increasingly visible without
improving its evidential basis.

The central problem is therefore not that generated information circulates. Human-generated
information has always circulated.

The distinctive issue is the growing capacity for information to be generated, transformed
and reproduced at scale.

Agreement Among Al Systems

Repetition also affects how agreement among Al systems can be interpreted.

If several Al systems provide the same answer, that agreement may appear reassuring.
Sometimes it may reflect a fact that is extremely well established.

But agreement does not necessarily mean that each system has independently verified the
proposition.

Systems may have been exposed to overlapping information environments. They may

encounter the same widely reproduced sources. They may generate similar responses because
the same proposition dominates available material.
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Several Al answers can therefore represent informational convergence without necessarily
representing independent evidential confirmation.

The reverse also applies. Different answers do not automatically establish that the underlying
evidence is evenly divided.

As Chapter 9 showed, disagreement may arise from differences in dates, definitions, available
sources or interpretation.

The number of Al systems expressing a proposition is therefore conceptually separate from the
evidential strength of the proposition itself.

Scale Changes the Verification Environment

The cumulative significance of repetition becomes clearer when scale is considered.

Historically, producing large quantities of coherent informational material required substantial
human effort. Generative Al can reduce that constraint dramatically.

One underlying claim can potentially be transformed into numerous explanations, summaries,
posts, translations and variations.

This does not alter the truth value of the claim.
It alters its potential presence within the information environment.

A weakly supported proposition can therefore occupy substantial informational space.
Conversely, a strongly supported fact can remain comparatively obscure.

Visibility and evidence can move independently.
This is one of the reasons verification becomes more complex in an environment of abundant
generated information. The challenge is no longer simply finding information. In some

contexts, information may be overwhelmingly plentiful.

The harder question is understanding what lies beneath that abundance.

The Appearance of Truth

Repetition, familiarity, agreement and visibility can all contribute to what might be called the
appearance of truth.

That appearance should not be dismissed as meaningless. Repeated independent confirmation
from strong sources can provide powerful support for factual propositions.

The difficulty is that the visible pattern alone does not reveal whether independence actually
exists.

Ten sources can represent ten evidential foundations.
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They can also represent one claim repeated ten times.
Ten Al-generated answers can reflect a deeply established fact.

They can also reflect a widely circulating proposition inherited from overlapping information
environments.

The external pattern can look similar while the evidential architecture beneath it is
fundamentally different.

This returns the Guide to its central concern.
Truth and verification depend not merely upon what information looks like, how often it
appears or how confidently it is expressed, but upon the relationship between claims, sources

and evidence.

As Al increases the volume and accessibility of generated information, that relationship can
become harder to see.

A reader may encounter more sources, more summaries and more apparent confirmation while
having less visibility into which pieces of information are genuinely independent and where
their evidential foundations begin.

The challenge is therefore shifting.

In an environment of information scarcity, finding relevant material may be the principal
difficulty. In an environment of abundant generated information, finding material can become
easy while understanding its origin, independence and evidential significance becomes harder.
This is not simply a problem of individual false statements.

It is a structural change in the information environment itself.

That change leads directly to the next stage of the Guide: why verification becomes more

difficult when plausible information can be generated, transformed, repeated and circulated at
increasing scale.
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Chapter 12 — The Growing Difficulty of
Verification

The preceding chapters have examined different parts of the relationship between Al-generated
information and factual reliability. Plausibility can exist without truth. Statements are different
from the evidence supporting them. Sources can sit within complex chains of transmission.
Information can be partly right, unsupported, uncertain or outdated. Credible sources can
disagree. Repetition can create apparent confirmation without creating independent evidence.

Taken separately, each of these challenges is familiar.

None began with artificial intelligence.

People have always made factual mistakes. Sources have always varied in quality. Rumours
have been repeated. Research findings have been disputed. Statistics have become outdated.
Information has been selectively presented, inaccurately attributed or stripped of important
context.

What changes in an Al-mediated information environment is the way these familiar problems
can combine with a new capacity: plausible information can be generated, transformed and
reproduced rapidly and at substantial scale.

The result is not simply more information that might be wrong. It is a more complicated
environment in which the relationship between a statement and its factual foundation can

become increasingly difficult to see.

Verification therefore becomes a larger informational challenge.

From Finding Information to Understanding Information

For much of the history of information access, scarcity created an obvious problem.

A person might know that a document existed but be unable to obtain it. Research could require
access to specialist libraries. International sources might be difficult to locate. Language
barriers could restrict access to material produced elsewhere.

Digital information transformed many of those conditions. Search engines made enormous
quantities of material accessible. Online databases, institutional websites and digital
publications expanded the range of information available to ordinary readers.

Generative Al introduces another shift.

A person no longer necessarily needs to locate and read multiple sources before obtaining a

synthesis. An Al system can produce an explanation directly, organise material around a
particular question and express it in accessible language.
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The informational problem can therefore move from finding something relevant to
understanding what the generated answer rests upon.

An abundance of answers does not necessarily create an abundance of independent evidence.

Indeed, the easier it becomes to produce explanations, the more important the distinction
between explanation and evidence becomes.

Verification Has More Layers

In a simple factual situation, verification may appear straightforward.

A claim says that a document contains a particular sentence. The document can be located and
the wording compared.

But many Al-generated answers contain far more than one proposition.

A response may identify an event, explain its causes, provide statistics, compare jurisdictions,
summarise research and draw relationships among several developments.

Each component can have a different evidential foundation.

One statistic may come from an official dataset. A historical detail may derive from a secondary
account. A causal explanation may represent an interpretation. A description of current
conditions may depend upon information published at a different time.

The response itself is unified by language.

Its verification requirements are not necessarily unified.

The larger and more synthetic the answer, the more possible relationships exist between
individual claims and their supporting evidence.

Verification can therefore involve not simply asking whether "the answer" is correct, but
understanding what kinds of claims the answer contains.

The Source Chain Can Become Longer

Chapter 5 examined how the meaning of a source changes when information passes through
several intermediaries.

Generative Al can add another layer to those chains.
A factual proposition may originate in a dataset. It may be described in an institutional report,
summarised by a news organisation, reproduced on several websites and then incorporated into

an Al-generated answer.

Alternatively, the Al system may interact directly with the original report.
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These two informational pathways can produce very similar-looking responses.

Yet their proximity to the underlying evidence is different.

The difficulty becomes greater when the intermediate sources transform the information. A
qualification can disappear. A figure can lose its original definition. An interpretation can

gradually become presented as fact.

By the time a generated response reaches the reader, the visible statement may sit several
transformations away from the evidence upon which it ultimately depends.

Verification can therefore require understanding not only where information was found but
how it travelled.

Citations Help but Do Not Resolve Everything

The presence of citations can make this relationship more visible.

A citation can identify a document, webpage, study or other source associated with a claim.
That can provide an important connection between the generated answer and the wider
evidential environment.

But, as earlier chapters established, citation and verification are not identical.

The cited source must exist. It must contain or support the relevant proposition. Its information
must be applicable to the context being discussed. Its date may matter. Its own evidential
foundation may matter.

A genuine citation can therefore accompany an overstated conclusion.

A current webpage can reproduce an outdated statistic. A recognised institution can be
authoritative about one subject without being authoritative about another. Several cited sources

can ultimately depend upon the same original claim.

Citations can improve transparency without making the remaining evidential questions
disappear.

The challenge is not solved merely by making the information look sourced.

Scale Makes Provenance Harder to See

The volume of generated information changes the environment in another way.

A claim can now be reformulated into many different expressions with comparatively little
effort.

The same proposition might appear as a short summary, a longer explanation, a translated
version, an educational article, a social media post or an answer to a conversational question.
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The wording can change while the underlying claim remains the same.
This makes informational provenance more difficult to infer from language alone.

Two passages written differently may not represent independent factual origins. They may be
transformations of the same underlying material.

Conversely, two sources using similar language may have arrived independently at a well-
established conclusion.

Surface comparison therefore reveals less than it might appear to.
As generated content becomes more common, tracing claims back towards their evidential

foundations can become increasingly important to understanding what apparent agreement
actually represents.

Verification Can Become Asymmetrical

Producing a claim and establishing that claim are not equally demanding activities.

A detailed factual-looking sentence can be generated almost instantly.

Establishing whether every part of it is accurate may require substantially more effort.

Consider a response containing a named report, publication date, statistic and conclusion. If all
are accurate, the information can be communicated in one sentence.

If uncertainty arises, however, several separate questions appear.

Does the report exist? Is the date correct? Does the report contain the statistic? What does the
statistic measure? Does the report support the conclusion attributed to it?

The informational object is compact.
Its evidential structure can be much larger.
This creates an asymmetry between generation and verification.

Al can reduce the effort required to produce plausible informational claims without necessarily
reducing by the same degree the evidential work required to establish them.

The significance of that asymmetry grows with scale. If information can be generated faster
than its factual foundations can be examined, verification becomes not merely a question of
accuracy but one of informational capacity.

Partial Accuracy Makes Verification More Difficult

Completely fabricated information is only one part of the problem.
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As Chapter 6 showed, an answer can be mostly right while containing an error that matters.

This makes verification more demanding because finding several correct details does not
automatically establish the remaining ones.

A genuine report can contain a different statistic from the one attributed to it. A correct date
can sit alongside an incorrect causal explanation. A broadly accurate summary can omit a
qualification that materially changes its meaning.

Partial accuracy therefore creates a particular verification challenge.

The accurate elements make the information credible, while the inaccurate element may be
embedded within the same coherent narrative.

The factual question becomes granular.

What exactly has been established, and what has merely acquired credibility from its
surroundings?

Time Creates a Moving Target

Verification also operates against a world that changes.
A factual answer verified today may not remain current indefinitely.

Officeholders change. Policies are amended. economic figures are revised. Companies
reorganise. Research develops. Regulations evolve.

This creates a distinction between verifying that a statement was accurate and establishing
that it remains accurate.

The distinction can be difficult to see when old information continues circulating.

A statement published several years ago can be copied onto a current webpage. An old statistic
can appear within a newly generated response. A historical policy description can be expressed
in present-tense language.

Generated information can therefore look current because the response itself is new.

The evidential material beneath it may not be.

Verification in such circumstances has a temporal dimension: not simply "Is this supported?"
but "Is this supported for the time being described?"

Conflicting Information Expands the Question

When sources disagree, verification becomes more complicated again.
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Locating a credible source may no longer settle the issue because another credible source may
provide a different answer.

As Chapter 9 established, disagreement can arise from different dates, definitions,
methodologies, contexts or interpretations.

The existence of conflict therefore creates another level of inquiry.
Why do the sources disagree?

One may be outdated. One may contain an error. Both may be accurate within different
definitions. The subject may remain genuinely uncertain.

Verification is therefore not always a process of locating one authoritative statement and
stopping.

Sometimes the disagreement itself must be understood before the factual status of the
competing claims becomes clear.

Generated Content Can Enter the Evidence Environment

A further structural change occurs when Al-generated material does not remain confined to the
original interaction.

Generated content can be copied into websites, documents, reports, posts and other materials.
Once published, it can be encountered like other information.

Its origin may remain visible, or it may not.

This means the wider information environment can contain material that was generated from
earlier information and subsequently becomes a source for later accounts.

The possibility creates longer and potentially circular informational pathways.
A claim can be generated from existing online material, published online, repeated elsewhere
and later appear to provide additional confirmation of the proposition from which it ultimately

derived.

The apparent evidential landscape can expand without equivalent growth in independent
evidence.

This possibility does not mean that generated content should automatically be excluded from
factual understanding. An Al-generated summary can accurately represent strong evidence.

The issue is whether the informational derivative is mistaken for an independent evidential
foundation.
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Verification and the Appearance of Completeness

Generative Al can provide another powerful signal: completeness.

A response may address every part of a question, provide background, explain relationships
and conclude neatly.

This completeness can be extremely useful for understanding.

But the completeness of the explanation does not establish the completeness of the evidence.
Some parts of the subject may be well documented while others remain uncertain. A historical
record may contain gaps. A developing event may not yet have a settled account. A scientific
question may remain open.

A complete-sounding answer can therefore exceed the completeness of what is actually known.

This is not simply a matter of false confidence. It reflects a deeper tension between the
communicative function of an answer and the uneven nature of knowledge.

Language favours coherence.

Evidence does not always provide it.

Verification Does Not Always Produce Certainty

The growing difficulty of verification should not be understood to mean that verification is
incapable of establishing facts.

Many factual propositions can be supported strongly and sometimes conclusively.

Documents can be authenticated. Records can establish dates. Data can confirm measurements.
Multiple independent sources can corroborate events.

But verification also has limits.

Sometimes the result of examining evidence is not "true" or "false" but a more qualified
understanding: strongly supported, contradicted, unresolved, outdated, context-dependent or
supported only in part.

This is consistent with the distinction developed throughout the Guide.

Verification concerns the relationship between claims and evidence.

It does not guarantee that every question will yield certainty.
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A Structural Change in the Information Environment

The central challenge can now be stated more clearly.
Al does not make truth disappear.

Nor does the existence of generated information mean that factual verification becomes
impossible.

The change is structural.
Al increases the capacity to produce plausible informational material while also increasing the
number of transformations that can occur between underlying evidence and the final answer

encountered by a person.

Information can be generated faster, summarised more readily, translated more widely and
reproduced more extensively.

These capabilities can greatly expand access to knowledge.

At the same time, they can increase the distance between the appearance of factual authority
and the visibility of the evidence supporting it.

Verification therefore becomes increasingly important precisely because information becomes
increasingly easy to produce.

This is the paradox at the centre of the Guide's commissioned question.

When plausible information can be generated at scale, truth, evidence and verification do not
cease to exist. Their relationships become harder to distinguish from the surface of the
information alone.

The challenge is no longer merely whether an answer contains an obvious error.

It is understanding the architecture beneath the answer: claims, sources, provenance,
independence, context, time, uncertainty and evidence.

Yet no informational system interprets these relationships entirely outside human purposes and
contexts. People decide which questions matter, what distinctions are significant and how
uncertainty is understood within the circumstances in which information is encountered.

The next stage of the Guide therefore turns to the continuing place of human judgement — not
as a substitute for evidence, and not as a procedure for deciding what to believe, but as part of
how evidence, uncertainty and factual claims acquire meaning in an Al-mediated information
world.
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Chapter 13 — Human Judgement in an Al-
Mediated Information World

Chapter 12 brought together the informational challenges examined throughout this Guide. Al
can make plausible information easier to generate, transform and reproduce while the
evidential foundations beneath that information may remain complex, uneven or difficult to
see. Verification can therefore involve more than identifying an obvious error. It can require
understanding claims, sources, provenance, independence, context, time and uncertainty.

At the centre of this changing information environment remains a human activity: judgement.

Judgement enters whenever people interpret what information means, determine which
distinctions matter, understand uncertainty or consider how strongly evidence supports a
particular conclusion. It is present in research, journalism, professional analysis, institutional
decision-making and ordinary everyday understanding.

Artificial intelligence does not remove this dimension merely because it can process and
communicate information rapidly.

At the same time, human judgement should not be treated as an alternative to evidence. A
person's conviction does not make a factual proposition true. Experience, intuition or expertise
can contribute to understanding, but they do not convert an unsupported assertion into a
verified fact.

The relationship is more subtle.
Evidence constrains what can reasonably be established. Human judgement operates within the
interpretation of that evidence, particularly where information is incomplete, contextual,

conflicting or uncertain.

Understanding that relationship is important in an environment where Al increasingly mediates
the information people encounter.

Judgement Begins With Meaning

Evidence does not interpret itself.

A statistic has a value, but understanding what that value means may depend upon definitions,
methodology, timeframe and context. A document contains words, but determining their
significance may require knowledge of the circumstances in which they were written. Two
studies can report different findings without the difference necessarily meaning that one is
defective.

Human judgement enters when these relationships are interpreted.

Consider an unemployment statistic. The number itself may come from an authoritative
national source. Yet understanding it can require recognising what counts as unemployment
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under the relevant definition, which population is measured, whether the figure is seasonally
adjusted and how it compares with earlier periods.

Al can explain these distinctions and may substantially improve access to them.

But the factual significance of the number still arises from the relationship among
measurement, definition and context.

Judgement concerns that relationship.

Evidence and Judgement Are Not Opposites
It can be tempting to imagine evidence and judgement as alternatives.

Under this view, a question is either settled objectively by evidence or left to subjective human
judgement.

Many real informational questions do not divide so neatly.

Evidence can establish some propositions strongly while leaving others open to interpretation.
Judgement may be needed precisely because evidence exists but does not mechanically
determine every conclusion.

A historian can work from documentary evidence while exercising judgement about the
relative importance of different causes. A researcher can analyse empirical findings while
judging how far they can reasonably be generalised. A journalist can establish that several
events occurred while distinguishing established facts from competing explanations of their
significance.

The presence of judgement does not mean that factual standards disappear.

Judgement remains constrained by evidence.

An interpretation inconsistent with well-established facts does not become equally credible
merely because it is described as judgement. Conversely, where evidence genuinely permits

several interpretations, recognising that plurality can be more factually faithful than presenting
one interpretation as unquestionably established.

Expertise Changes the Context of Judgement

Human judgement is not uniform.

A specialist may recognise significance in information that an ordinary reader does not
immediately see. Expertise can provide knowledge of methods, terminology, historical context
and patterns developed through sustained engagement with a field.

A medical researcher may understand why one study design supports a stronger conclusion

than another. A statistician may recognise limitations in a numerical comparison. A lawyer
may distinguish between the wording of legislation and a later interpretation of it. A historian
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may recognise that two apparently conflicting records emerged from very different
circumstances.

Expert judgement can therefore add important interpretive depth.

But, as Chapter 5 observed, expertise has boundaries.

A person with deep knowledge in one field does not automatically possess equivalent authority
in another. Experts within the same field can also disagree, particularly where evidence is

incomplete or interpretation is involved.

The existence of expertise therefore does not remove the relationship between judgement and
evidence.

It changes the knowledge available for interpreting that relationship.

Al Can Make Judgements Appear Already Resolved

One of generative Al's most useful capabilities is synthesis.

A complicated subject can be transformed into an organised explanation. Several perspectives
can be compared. Technical language can be translated into accessible terms. Relationships
among different pieces of information can be made visible.

Yet synthesis can also create the impression that interpretive work has already been completed.

A generated response may identify "the main cause" of an event, "the most important"
implication of a study or "the reason" two sources disagree.

These formulations can be helpful when the underlying evidence genuinely supports them.

In other situations, they may contain judgements embedded within language that appears
factual.

The distinction can be subtle.

"The report recorded a 10 per cent increase" is a factual proposition that may be directly
established from the report.

"The increase was significant because it demonstrated a fundamental change in behaviour"
contains interpretation beyond the recorded figure.

The second statement may be well reasoned. It may even represent the prevailing expert
interpretation.

But it is not the same kind of proposition as the first.

Al-generated explanations can place both within the same fluent paragraph and the same
authoritative voice.
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Human judgement remains relevant partly because facts and interpretations do not always
announce their boundaries through language alone.

Context Determines What Matters

The significance of a factual error can also depend upon context.

An incorrect date in a casual description of a centuries-old event may have little effect on the
broader point being discussed. The same kind of error in a legal deadline, financial statement
or current regulatory requirement can be highly consequential.

This does not mean that factual accuracy becomes optional in less consequential settings.

It means that the informational significance of a fact depends partly upon the purpose for which
the information is being considered.

Similarly, a rough estimate may be entirely adequate for understanding scale while being
inadequate for precise calculation. A broad historical summary may reasonably omit details
that would be indispensable in specialist research.

Judgement therefore operates not only in determining whether information is supported but
also in understanding the level of precision, completeness and context relevant to the question.

Al can respond across all of these settings, often without the boundaries between them being
obvious.

Judgement Under Uncertainty

Chapter 8 established that uncertainty can itself be an accurate description of knowledge.
This is one of the areas in which judgement becomes particularly visible.

Evidence may support several possibilities to different degrees. A developing event may
contain confirmed facts alongside provisional reports. Scientific findings may be promising
without being conclusive. Historical evidence may strongly favour one interpretation while
leaving alternatives possible.

In these circumstances, the challenge is not simply to choose between "true" and "false."

The state of the evidence may require a more graduated understanding.

nmn nmn

Al can express these gradations. It can use terms such as "likely, uncertain" or

"strongly supported."

possible,

But those words are meaningful only in relation to the evidence they represent.

A generated expression of uncertainty does not establish that the degree of uncertainty is
appropriate any more than a confident statement establishes certainty.
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Judgement remains involved in relating the language of uncertainty to the underlying evidential
condition.

Judgement Can Also Be Wrong

The continuing importance of human judgement should not be romanticised.

Humans make factual errors. They misunderstand evidence, overlook relevant information and
interpret ambiguous material differently. Familiarity, prior assumptions and institutional
perspectives can influence how information is understood.

Expert judgement can also change as evidence develops.

The fact that humans remain involved therefore does not provide a guarantee of factual
correctness.

This is important because the distinction between human and Al-generated information can
otherwise become misleadingly simple.

The informational question is not whether a human or an Al produced a statement and therefore
which should automatically be believed.

Human-produced information can be inaccurate. Al-generated information can be accurate.
The more durable question is the one developed throughout this Guide:
What relationship does the claim have with the evidence capable of supporting it?

Human judgement operates within that relationship; it does not stand above it.

Al Can Extend Human Access to Evidence

The relationship between Al and human judgement is not solely one of complication.

Al can make information more accessible.

It can explain unfamiliar terminology, summarise long documents, compare accounts, identify
apparent differences and organise large quantities of material. These capabilities can allow
people to engage with subjects that might otherwise require substantial time or specialised
knowledge simply to approach.

This can widen access to information and potentially make evidential questions more visible.

For example, a complex report can be explained in ordinary language. Several definitions can
be placed side by side. Differences between two documents can be summarised.

Yet accessibility and verification remain different functions.
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An accessible explanation can help someone understand evidence without itself becoming the
evidence.

This distinction preserves the value of Al-mediated explanation while keeping clear the factual
architecture beneath it.

Humans Determine the Questions

There is another sense in which human judgement remains fundamental.
Before any answer is generated, someone determines what question matters.

Questions define boundaries. They determine which facts are relevant, what timeframe is
implied, which jurisdiction matters and what kind of explanation is being sought.

A question such as "Did the policy work?" appears simple but contains several possible
meanings. Work according to which objective? Over what period? For which population?

Measured by what outcome?

Al can help expose these distinctions, but the underlying concept of success is not
automatically contained within the question.

Similarly, "Is this information true?" can conceal several propositions, some factual, some
interpretive and some uncertain.

Human purposes shape what is being asked of the evidence.

This does not make factual truth dependent upon personal preference. It means that factual
inquiry occurs within questions whose meaning and boundaries need to be understood.

Judgement Is Not the Same as Decision-Making

An important boundary must also be preserved within the AIGuide series.

Human judgement about the evidential status of information is related to, but different from,
deciding what action to take.

A person may conclude that a factual proposition is strongly supported and still face several
possible decisions. Conversely, someone may need to make a decision even when important
facts remain uncertain.

The broader architecture of human decision-making belongs principally to AIGuide 8.

AlGuide 9 remains concerned with the informational stage: how evidence, uncertainty, context
and interpretation shape what can reasonably be understood as factual.

This distinction matters because establishing facts does not automatically determine choices.
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Evidence informs human understanding. Decisions involve additional considerations that
extend beyond the scope of this Guide.

Responsibility for Meaning Does Not Disappear

As Al becomes more capable of generating explanations, the informational interaction can feel
increasingly complete.

A question is asked. An answer appears. Sources may be identified. Uncertainty may be
explained. Competing perspectives may be summarised.

Yet the existence of this complete conversational experience does not eliminate the distinction
between information and understanding.

Meaning still depends upon context.

A statement may be accurate but irrelevant to the actual question. A statistic may be correct
but misapplied. A source may be authoritative but outdated. A disagreement may reflect
different definitions rather than competing realities.

These relationships cannot be reduced to the fluency of the answer.

Human judgement remains relevant because information is encountered within human
purposes, institutions, cultures and circumstances.

The Continuing Human Place

The growing role of Al in information does not require a choice between technological
capability and human judgement.

The two occupy different positions.

Al can generate, organise, compare, translate and explain information with capabilities that
substantially change how people encounter knowledge.

Evidence provides the factual foundation against which claims can be understood.

Human judgement interprets significance, context, uncertainty and the boundaries between
what evidence establishes and what remains open.

None of these roles should be confused with the others.
Al generation is not evidence. Evidence is not interpretation. Human judgement is not proof.
The informational challenge arises partly when those distinctions disappear.

A fluent Al answer can make interpretation look like fact. A familiar source can make authority
look universal. A human conviction can make judgement feel like evidence.
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Maintaining the conceptual separation among them allows a clearer understanding of what Al
changes and what it does not.

Al can change the speed, scale and form through which information is encountered.
It can make knowledge dramatically easier to access.

It can also make plausible, incomplete, conflicting or unsupported information easier to
encounter in the same polished form as well-established fact.

What remains is the relationship that has run through every chapter of this Guide: the
relationship between what is said, what supports it, what remains uncertain and what can
reasonably be understood from the available evidence.

The final chapter brings these strands together.

It turns from individual problems of accuracy, sourcing, uncertainty and verification to the

larger question with which this Guide began: what does truth mean in an age when information
itself can be generated at scale?
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Chapter 14 — Truth in an Age of
Generated Information

This Guide began with a simple observation that has become increasingly important:
information can be plausible without necessarily being true.

That distinction opened a much larger examination.

A fluent answer is not evidence merely because it sounds knowledgeable. A factual claim and
the evidence supporting it occupy different positions in the informational structure. A source
may be genuine without supporting every proposition attributed to it. Information can be partly
right, accurately sourced but outdated, confidently expressed but unsupported, or uncertain
because the available evidence itself does not justify a definitive conclusion.

Sources can disagree without necessarily describing different realities. Facts can change with
time. Repetition can increase the visibility of a claim without increasing its independent
evidential support. And as generated information becomes easier to produce, the work involved
in understanding its factual foundations does not necessarily become equally easy.

These are not separate problems.

Together, they describe a changing relationship between information and truth.

Al has not created truth, evidence, error, uncertainty or verification. Nor has it made any of

them obsolete. What it has changed is the informational environment within which people
encounter them.

Information Has Become Easier to Produce

For much of human history, producing substantial informational material required time and
effort.

Books had to be written. Reports had to be prepared. Articles had to be composed. Research
had to be summarised. Translating material into another language required additional work.
Producing a new explanation for a different audience meant creating another piece of content.
Generative Al alters many of these constraints.

A long explanation can be produced rapidly. The same subject can be summarised, expanded,
translated, simplified or reorganised. Questions can receive tailored responses rather than
requiring people to locate pre-existing material written for another purpose.

This capacity has significant implications for access to knowledge.

Complex subjects can become more approachable. Language barriers can be reduced.

Information scattered across lengthy materials can be brought into a coherent explanation.
People can explore unfamiliar subjects through conversational questions.
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Yet the reduction in the cost of producing information does not create an equivalent reduction
in the complexity of truth.

A factual proposition still has a relationship with reality and evidence regardless of how quickly
the sentence containing it was generated.

Al can accelerate the production of answers.

It cannot make evidence unnecessary.

The Answer and the Evidential World Beneath It

One of the recurring distinctions throughout this Guide has been between the visible answer
and the informational structure beneath it.

The answer may appear as a paragraph on a screen.

Beneath that paragraph can lie multiple claims, different sources, several periods, competing
interpretations and varying degrees of uncertainty.

The language unifies them.
The evidence may not.

This creates one of the defining features of Al-mediated information: linguistic coherence can
exceed evidential coherence.

A generated response can make different pieces of information sound as though they belong
naturally together. Often they do. A well-grounded synthesis can make complex evidence

substantially easier to understand.

But the coherence of the synthesis does not itself demonstrate the coherence of its factual
foundations.

This distinction becomes increasingly significant as generated answers take a more prominent
place between people and the underlying information environment.

The answer can become the first thing encountered rather than the last thing constructed after
examining several sources.

Truth Has Not Become Relative

The growing complexity of verification could be misunderstood as suggesting that factual truth
has somehow become relative or impossible to establish.

That is not the conclusion of this Guide.

Many factual propositions remain capable of strong verification.
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Documents contain identifiable wording. Events leave records. Measurements can be
reproduced. Official registers establish particular facts. Multiple independent forms of
evidence can converge upon the same conclusion.

Al does not change those underlying relationships.

What changes is the ease with which factual-looking propositions can be produced
independently of whether those relationships have been established.

This makes the distinction between claim and evidence more important, not less.

A fabricated citation does not make the real literature disappear. An outdated statistic does not
mean that no current statistic exists. Conflicting sources do not imply that every factual position
is equally valid. Genuine uncertainty does not establish that truth is merely a matter of

preference.

The presence of informational complexity should therefore not be confused with the absence
of factual reality.

Accuracy Is Often More Layered Than It Appears

Another theme of this Guide has been the inadequacy of treating every substantial piece of
information as simply correct or incorrect.

A generated response may contain dozens of factual propositions.

Some may be well supported. Others may be approximate. One may be outdated. Another may
reflect a contested interpretation. A further statement may accurately reproduce a source while
extending beyond what that source actually establishes.

This means that the factual character of a response can be uneven.

Such unevenness is particularly important because accurate information can lend credibility to
inaccurate information appearing beside it.

A reader who recognises several correct facts may understandably experience the answer as
reliable overall.

But factual reliability does not automatically transfer between neighbouring statements.

The opposite is also true. One visible mistake does not logically establish that every other
statement in the answer is wrong.

Al-generated information therefore makes the granular nature of factual accuracy increasingly
visible.

An answer is a linguistic whole.

It may not be an evidential whole.
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Sources Are Becoming More Layered

The meaning of a source has also changed.

A generated answer can be the immediate source from which a person receives information
without being the original source of the factual proposition.

Behind it may sit a news article. Behind the article may sit an institutional report. Behind the
report may sit a dataset or body of evidence.

Alternatively, an Al system may interact more directly with an original document.
Both pathways can produce similarly fluent answers.

This creates a distinction between the source through which information is encountered and
the source from which its evidential foundation derives.

As generated material itself enters websites, documents and other publications, source chains
can become longer still.

Information can be generated from earlier material, published, reproduced and subsequently
incorporated into later informational outputs.

The history of a claim can therefore become increasingly difficult to see from its final wording.

Provenance becomes part of understanding truth because the appearance of multiple sources
does not necessarily reveal how many independent evidential foundations exist beneath them.

Abundance Changes the Problem

Earlier information environments often made access itself a major constraint.
Finding relevant material could require substantial effort.

In an Al-mediated environment, the opposite problem can increasingly arise: relevant-looking
information may be abundant.

A question can produce an immediate answer. Another Al system can produce a second. Search
results can reveal many webpages. Generated summaries can multiply the available

explanations further.

Abundance can create the impression that factual understanding should become
correspondingly easier.

In some respects, it does.

But abundance introduces its own difficulties.
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More information does not necessarily mean more independent evidence. More detailed
answers do not necessarily mean stronger factual foundations. More repetition does not
necessarily mean greater confirmation.

The informational task therefore changes.

The central difficulty may increasingly be not whether information can be found, but what
kind of information has been found and what supports it.

Verification Becomes More Important as Generation
Becomes Easier

This leads to one of the central conclusions emerging from the Guide.

Generation and verification operate under different conditions.

A plausible factual-looking statement can be generated rapidly. Establishing the factual basis
of that statement may involve locating sources, distinguishing original material from repetition,
identifying the relevant date and context, understanding uncertainty and determining what the
evidence actually supports.

The two activities can therefore become asymmetrical.

As generation becomes easier, verification does not become irrelevant.

Its significance increases because the volume of information requiring factual distinction can
increase.

This does not mean that every generated sentence requires an elaborate investigation. The
purpose of this Guide has never been to prescribe such a process.

The point is conceptual.

The technological ease of producing a claim does not alter the evidential conditions
required for that claim to be established as factual.

That distinction remains true whether the information was written by a person, generated by
Al or produced through some combination of the two.

Uncertainty Remains Part of Truth

The discussion of verification also revealed another important principle.

A commitment to factual understanding does not require pretending that every question has a
definite answer.

Sometimes evidence is incomplete.
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Sometimes credible sources conflict.
Sometimes knowledge is developing.
Sometimes available records simply do not establish what happened.

In those circumstances, uncertainty is not necessarily a failure to reach the truth. It can be part
of a truthful account of what is presently known.

This is especially significant in an environment capable of producing answers to almost any
question.

The existence of a generated response can create an impression that the underlying question is
answerable with equal completeness.

Reality does not always cooperate.
There can be a complete answer linguistically where there is no complete answer evidentially.

Recognising that distinction allows truth and uncertainty to coexist.

Agreement Does Not Replace Evidence

The same principle applies to informational agreement.

A claim appearing across many sources may be strongly supported.

But repetition alone does not establish why those sources agree.

They may represent independent confirmation. They may reproduce one original report.
Several Al systems may reflect overlapping information environments. An old error may

continue circulating after a correction.

The appearance of consensus and the existence of independent evidential convergence are
therefore not identical.

This distinction becomes increasingly important when information can be transformed into
many forms.

One underlying claim can become dozens of differently worded passages.

Surface diversity can therefore coexist with common origin.

The number of expressions is not necessarily the number of evidential foundations.
The Human Place Remains

Chapter 13 examined the continuing role of human judgement.
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That role does not arise because humans are inherently free from error. They are not.
Nor does it arise because Al-generated information is inherently unreliable. It is not.

Human judgement remains relevant because evidence must be understood within questions,
contexts and purposes.

A statistic requires interpretation of what it measures. A disagreement may require
understanding why sources differ. Uncertainty may need to be distinguished from error. An

authoritative source may need to be understood within the boundaries of its authority.

Al can assist substantially with these activities. It can make distinctions visible, organise
complex information and explain unfamiliar material.

But AI generation, evidence and human judgement remain conceptually different.

Confusing them can make factual relationships harder to see.

A Different Information Environment

The larger change can now be understood.
The Age of Al is not an age in which truth has disappeared.

It is an age in which the production of plausible information is becoming less constrained
by the effort traditionally required to produce it.

That change affects the informational environment around truth.

A statement can acquire fluent language without acquiring evidence.

A claim can acquire many repetitions without acquiring independent confirmation.

Old information can acquire new wording without becoming current.

Several sources can appear independent while sharing the same origin.

An uncertain question can acquire a definitive-sounding answer without becoming certain.
None of these possibilities means that factual knowledge has become impossible.

They mean that the traditional surface signals associated with knowledge can become less
reliable indicators of the evidential structure beneath them.

Truth, Evidence and Verification

The central question commissioned for this Guide was:
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When Al can generate plausible information at scale, how do truth, evidence and
verification become more difficult to distinguish?

The answer developed across these fourteen chapters is not that the concepts themselves
collapse into one another.

The opposite is true.
Their distinctions become more important.
Truth concerns what is actually the case.

Accuracy concerns whether particular information represents that reality correctly within the
relevant context.

Evidence concerns what supports the factual claim.

Sources provide routes through which evidence and claims can be encountered, but their
authority, independence and proximity to the underlying evidence can differ.

Uncertainty describes the boundaries of what available evidence can reasonably establish.

Verification concerns the relationship between claims and the evidence capable of supporting
them.

Al does not erase these distinctions.
It can make them less visible from the appearance of information alone.

That is the central informational challenge.

The Continuing Question

Generative Al will continue to develop. Systems will change. Access to external information
may improve. Methods of connecting generated answers with sources may become more
sophisticated. New forms of generated content will emerge.

The specific capabilities of today's systems will therefore not define the problem permanently.

The deeper issue is more durable.

Whenever information can be generated, transformed or transmitted, there remains a
distinction between what is said and what makes it factual.

Al increases the importance of understanding that distinction because it can make the first
extraordinarily easy to produce.

The challenge of truth in an age of generated information is therefore not simply to identify
falsehood.
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It is to understand the changing informational space between assertion and evidence,
appearance and foundation, certainty and uncertainty, repetition and independent
confirmation.

Within that space, plausible information can be valuable, accurate and illuminating.

It can also be incomplete, outdated, unsupported or wrong.

The language alone cannot settle the difference.

Truth remains connected to reality.

Evidence remains connected to what can be established about that reality.

Verification remains the relationship through which claims and evidence are examined.

And the increasing ability of Al to generate convincing information does not diminish those
foundations.

It makes understanding them increasingly consequential.
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Key Ideas from This Guide

Artificial intelligence has not made truth obsolete.
It has changed the informational environment surrounding it.

Generated information can be fluent, detailed, coherent and useful without those characteristics
independently establishing whether every factual proposition within it is correct.

This makes several distinctions increasingly important.

Plausibility is not truth.

Information can sound convincing without possessing adequate factual support.

Fluency is not evidence.

The quality of an explanation and the quality of the evidence beneath it are separate questions.
A statement is not its evidence.

A claim tells us what is being asserted. Evidence concerns what supports that assertion.

A source is not necessarily an evidential origin.

The source through which information is encountered may differ from the source from which
a claim originated and from the evidence upon which that claim ultimately depends.

Accuracy can be uneven.

An answer may contain correct information alongside errors, omissions, outdated material or
conclusions extending beyond what available evidence supports.

Confidence is not certainty.

The strength with which information is expressed does not necessarily correspond with the
strength of its factual foundations.

Uncertainty is not necessarily informational failure.

Where evidence is incomplete, developing, conflicting or incapable of supporting a definitive
conclusion, uncertainty can itself form part of an accurate account of what is known.

Disagreement does not automatically establish that one source is wrong.

Different sources may use different definitions, periods, methodologies or evidential
foundations.

Facts can change.
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Information that was accurate at one time may cease to describe current circumstances.
Repetition is not necessarily independent confirmation.

Many expressions of the same claim may ultimately derive from a common evidential origin.
Generation and verification operate under different conditions.

A plausible factual-looking statement can be generated rapidly. Establishing its factual basis
may require identifying sources, understanding provenance, distinguishing repetition from
independent evidence, considering context and time, and recognising remaining uncertainty.
As generation becomes easier, verification therefore does not become irrelevant.

Its significance can increase.

The Guide's final conclusion is not that truth has become relative or impossible to establish.
Many factual propositions remain capable of strong verification through records,

measurements, documents and converging independent evidence.

Instead, the informational challenge is that the traditional surface signals of knowledge can
become less reliable indicators of the evidential structure beneath them.

Truth remains connected to reality.

Evidence remains connected to what can reasonably be established about that reality.
Verification remains the relationship through which claims and evidence are examined.
Al does not erase those distinctions.

It makes understanding them increasingly consequential.

Al Guidance — Continuing the Exploration

AlGuide 9 examines one particular dimension of the wider relationship between people and
artificial intelligence: truth, evidence and factual verification.

The AISF Al Guidance series approaches neighbouring questions through separate but
connected Guides.

One boundary is particularly important.
AlGuide 8 — AI and the Human Decision examines the broader architecture of human

decision-making: how Al assistance can influence judgement and how authority, context,
consequence and responsibility interact within decisions.
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AlGuide 9 does not duplicate that enquiry.

Its concern is the informational stage: how evidence, uncertainty, context and interpretation
shape what can reasonably be understood as factual.

A second neighbouring territory concerns trust.

Questions about whether, when and to what extent Al should be regarded as trustworthy extend
beyond factual verification into expectations, experience, context and human judgement.
AlGuide 9 deliberately preserves that distinction rather than converting its examination of

factual reliability into a general examination of trust.

Each AlGuide is intended to stand independently while allowing readers to explore related
subjects across the wider Al Guidance series.

All AISF AlGuides are provided to support informed curiosity, clearer understanding and
independent thinking.

Future Edition Updates & User
Submissions

Artificial intelligence and the information environment surrounding it continue to evolve.

Al systems may gain improved access to current information, external sources and original
documents. Methods of connecting generated answers with supporting material may become
more sophisticated. New forms of generated content and information distribution may emerge.

At the same time, the underlying distinctions examined in this Guide remain important: what
is stated, what supports it, where information originated, what remains uncertain and what can
reasonably be established.

AISF therefore treats Al Guidance as an evolving educational resource rather than a
permanently fixed account of a changing subject.

Future editions may incorporate material developments where they meaningfully affect the
concepts examined.

AISF also welcomes observations from readers regarding material developments that may
warrant future consideration, areas where additional explanation may improve clarity,
emerging questions relevant to the Guide, and potential subjects for future Al Guidance
publications.

Reader submissions may inform future consideration but do not constitute endorsement,
acceptance or a commitment to incorporate submitted material.

AISF retains independent editorial responsibility for all published content.
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It is intended to support understanding of issues associated with artificial intelligence and
should not be interpreted as professional, legal, financial, medical, technical, regulatory or
other specialised advice.
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Al, Truth and Verification

Al can produce an answer that is fluent, detailed and convincing.

But what makes it true?

As generated information becomes easier to produce, familiar signals of credibility —
confidence, detail, coherence, references and repetition — do not necessarily reveal the

strength of the evidence beneath them.

AlGuide 9 — AIl, Truth and Verification examines the changing relationship between
generated information and factual reliability.

Across fourteen chapters, the Guide explores plausibility and truth, statements and evidence,
the changing meaning of sources, partial accuracy, unsupported claims, uncertainty,
disagreement, changing facts, repetition, verification and the continuing place of human
judgement.

It does not assume that Al-generated information is inherently unreliable.

Nor does it provide a formula for deciding what to believe.

Instead, it asks a more fundamental question:

When information can be generated at scale, how do we distinguish what is said from
what makes it factual?

Part of the AISF AI Guidance series — structured, neutral and human-centred examinations
of artificial intelligence and its place in everyday life.

Al Sourced Facts (AISF)
Truth, Clarity & Guidance in the Age of AL

Website: www.aisourcedfacts.com
Quick Access: AlSF.tech
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